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PREFACE

This report summarizes the results of data collection during the
first year of the three-year Longitudinal Evaluation Phase of the
study, "The National Longitudinal Evaluation of the Effectiveness of
Services for Language-Minority Limited-English-Proficient Students.”
This report summarizes the characteristics of the study's students,
services and schools. As in any such study, to get the full meaning
from initial data it is necessary to wait until follow-up data have
been collected so that data from different points in the study can
be analyzed with respect to each other. Thus, the present report
must be regarded as preliminary and partial, and for the full
richness that comes with longitudinal data it will be ne_essary to
wait for the final report based on data from all three years of the
study. The data collection and analyses were performed by

Deve lopment Associates, Inc., in affiliation with the Research
Triangle Institute, during the years 1984-1986.
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Chapter 1. BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION

Since the late 1960s, the number and diversity of special services
provided to language-minority limited-English-proficient (LM-LEP) students
have increased tremendously. A constant flow of non-English speaking
j.migrants as well as passage of the Bilingual Education Act in 1968 and
legislative actions in many states and localities have stimulated schosl
districts tn increase the number of instructional services specifically
designed to meet the educational needs of LM-LEP children. As federal,
state, and local government involvement in this area has grown, s~ too have
policy-makers' needs for accurate information on the different kinds of
services being provided to LM-LEP students and how they affect these
students' performance in all- nglish-medium classrooms. To address this
need for accurate information, in 1982 the U.S. Department of Education
funded the "National Longitudinal Evaluation of the Effectiveness of
Services for Language-Minority Limited-English-Proficient Students.” The
study consists of two phases: the Descriptive Study and the Longitudinal
Study.

1A A. T'E DESCRIPTIVE STUDY

The descriptive phase of this study, carried out by Development
Associates between December of 1983 and September of 1984, focused on

describing the special, language-related services LM-LEP students receive in
public schools in the United States (regardless of the source of funding
these services), and on estimating the numb ' of LM-LEP students in grades

K-6 receiving special, language-re: :ted services.

The Descriptive Study's findings were based on a national probability
sample of 19 states, and within them 191 public school districts. Within

these districts, data were obtained concerning 520 schools, 4,061 teachers
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1-2 l
of LM-LEP students in grades 1-5, and 1,665 L}-LEP students in the first =
and third grade:. The data were collected in 1983 by mail questionnaire, -
telephone interview and site visits. Visits were made to 80 of the study's

school districts and to 360 schools within these districts.

The findings frcm that phase of the study are presented in the report
LEP Students: Character!stics and School Services (Young et al., 1985).

|
N
- |
|
|
|

1B B. THE THREE-YEAR LONGITUDINAL STUDY AND STRUCTURE OF THIS REPORT

Data colleztion for the Longitudinal Study began in the fall of 1984.
The study's basic plan calls for a three-year study of two cohorts of
students (first-graders and third-graders) in a national sample of schools
selected from the Descriptive Study. Data collection and tabulation has now
been completed for the first of the three years, and this report preseuts

the resultrs.

The goal of the Longitudinal Study i{s to acquire an understanding of the
degree to which educational services provided to language-minority
limited-English-proficient (LM-LEP) students in grade levels 1 through 5 are
effeccive in assisting such students to function successfully in

all--English-medium classrooms. The major objectives of the study are:

e to determine the degree to which services provided are effective
collectively in enabling LM-LEP students in grade levels 1 through 5
to function successfully {n all-English-medium classrooms; and ]

e to determine which clusters of services are most effective under
specific conditions.

The focus of the study 1s on the effectiveness of educatfonal services
provided to LM-LEP students, .>gardless of the source of funding. Thus, the ‘
goal of the study extends beyond an examination of services provided by ESEA
Title VII. However, it should be noted that a component of tﬁe study 1is to ;
assess the consequenc.:s of ESEA Title VII policy and funding on the provision ‘

of effective services.
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Somewhat more precisely, the objective of the study may be viewed as
providing answers to five questions of major concern to Congress, the
Department of Education, and educators at the state and local levels. The
first question concerns the general affects of special LM-LEP services,
irrespective of teaching methods or languages used or the content taught, on
the LM-LEP students who receive them. The second question looks at the
relative effects of the different special LM-LEP services and combinations
of these services ("service clusters”) on the recipients. The third
question 13 concerned specifically with English-proficient students who
participate in special services for LM-LEP students, while the fourth
pertains specifically to LM-LEP students whose parents refuse to permit them
to receive special services. The fifth major study question probes
consequences of ESEA Title VII policy and funding. The major study

questions are presented beluw.

A. What are the effects of the special services provided for LM-LEP
students in grades 1-5 in terms of the LM-LEP student's ability to
functic : effectively in all-English-medium classrooms?

B. How do the various comblaatinrs of special services ("service
clusters”) provided for LM-LLP students in grades 1-5 compare in
terms of the effectiveness w: tl whic', recipients subsequently can
function in all-English-medium clissrooms?

C. What are the characteristics of English-proficient recipiants of
special gervices for LM-LEP students, and how does the receipt of
these services affect the academic performance of these students.
overall and when analyzed in terms of language background?

D. What are the characteristics of LM-LEP students whose parents refuse
t> permit them to participate in special LM-LEP services, and how
does the non-rece’ pt of these services affect their academic
performance?

E. What have been the consequences of ESEA Title VII policy and funding
on provision of effective services for LM-LEPs?

The results of the Longitudinal Study will be Lased on a detailed
a‘:lysis of the instruction, personal and home characteristics, and academic
achievement of a sample of approximately 10,000 first grade and third grade
students enrolled in 18 school districts across the United States. An
overview of the study's theoretical framework, its desig:u, and how it was
implemented in the first year of the study are presented in Chapter 2 of
this report.

%]
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Part II of the report (Chapters 3-5) provides basic descriptive findings
about the study's students and schools. Chapter 3 focuses on the students'
home and parent characteristics, and Chapter 4 focuses on student
demographics, language proficiencies, and academic aptitude. Chapter 5

describes characteristics and practices of the study's schools.

Part III of the reéort (Chapters 6 and 7) describes instructional
practices from several perspectives. Chapter 6 describes the amount and
nature of instruction received by students in the study, the instructional
materials they use, and the orgaiu.zation of their learning environment. The
focus of Chapter 7 is on particular sets or clusters of services, both at

specific points of time and across the entire school year.

Part 1V of the report (Chapters 8 and 9) presents data for the study's
main outcome measures. Specifically, Chapter 8 deals with student academic
achievement and performance, while Chapter 9 treats other types of outcome

data collected in Year 1.

The last section of the report, Part V, presents a summary of the most
salient findings from Year 1 of the study (Chapter 10) and the implications
of these findings for the study's future conduct.

In summary, this report presents the results of the data collection
during the first year of the three-year Longitudinal Study. As in any such
study, to get the full meaning from initial data it is necessary to wait
until follow-up data have been collected so that data collected at different
times can be analyzed with respect to each other. Thus, the present report
necessarily must be regarded as preliminary and partial. For the full
richness that comes with longitudinal data it will be necessary to wait for

the final report based on data from all three years of the study.
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Chapter 2. OVERVIEW OF STUDY DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION

2A A. INTRODUCTION

The design of the study wes leveloped out of two main conceptual
congiderations. The first involved an approach to the definition of the
types of educational services received by LM-LEP students. In this
approach, services for instructional programs are categorized into one of
various major sets or clusters of services (we will call them "sgervice
clusters™). Essentially, this is a child-centered rather than program-
centered orientation to instructional services. This orientation ig based
an an assumption that children in the same clags or instructional program
can have quite different instructional experiences ber:ause of differences in
their native-language and English-language proficiency. In this approach
information on the instructional experience of each student is obtained and
analyzed separately, thus enabling children in the same classroom to be
designated as in different service cl sters. By utilizing such an approach

we avoid the confusion which is likely when popular hut non-specific terms

such as "bilingual program, transitional bilingual >rogram, ESL program”

or "mainstream program” are used.

The second consideratica guiding the design of the study was that of a
conceptual model for predicting LM-LEP student outcomes. This model was
baeed on the literatures on academic achievement pertaining to monolingual
students, language minority students, and bilingual students. The
literature review focused particularly on research on: effective schools,
effective teaching, second language acquisition, and the academic
achievement of language mincrity students. Based on the literature review a
get of major variables was identified, and a conceptual model defining
' ely relationships among these variables was described. The study's data
collection instruments and preliminary analysis plans were then developed

from the predictive model.

O
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The purposes of this chapter are to outline and describe these two key
aspects of the study's conceptual base, to provide an overview of the
study's research plan, and then to describe briefly the implementation of
the study's first year in the field. Provided here is information which we
believe to be sufficient for most readers to understand the basis fcr the
chapters which follow. Additional detail is available in the appendices and

supplementary reports.

B. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

THE PREDICTIVE MODEL

It was important to begin the study with an understanding of the types
of factors that are related to the academic success of students in general,
and of LM-LEP students in particular. An importunt step in thnis process
was a review of the literature on factors associated with academic
achievement of elementary grade level students, literature which for the
most part concerns monolingual English-speaking children. This review was
then supplemented by a review of literature focusing on the second language
acquisition of young children, and a review of the literature on academic
achievement of minority students in particular. The findirzs of the
literature review (Zehler, 1983 a,b,c) were summarized and reporred within

four areas:

e research on school climate and school effects,

¢ research on instructional and classroom variables,
e resa2arch on effects of proyrams/services, and

e research on family/community/home variables.

Within each of these areas the findings for monolinjual English-speaking
children were considered in conjunction with additional factors or emphases
that relate to the academic achievement and second language acquisition of
LM~-LEP students.

33
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A second step in developing the model involved a review of previous
models of schooling and achievement. Some of these models concern
monolingual English-speaking children (e.g., Carroll, 1963; Cooley~Leinhardt,
1975; Bloom, 1976; Wiley and Harnischfeger, 1974), although their implica-
tions are certainly not limited to these children. Other models are focused
on LM-LEP students (e.g., Tikunoff, 1982; Cummins, 1979; Morine-Dershimer,
1981). The objective of the review wes to provide a comprehensive model
reflecting the empirical findings and best judgments of prior researchers as
a guide for the design and analytic planring of the study at hand.

Results of these efforts directed toward model-building are presented in
Tables 2.1 and 2.2. Table 2.1 lists the variables judged to be most
important, and Table 2.2 suggests a relationship among the various
categories of variables. In the model, the relationships all focus on the
effect of instruction on the student's academic performance. While many
different interrelatinnships could be studied, the model provides a
convenient way of focusing on the major question of the study: How do
school services received by LM-LEP stud-nts affect their academic

performance in the English language?

2B.2  SERVICE CLUSTERS

For this longitudinal st.dy a Service Cluster is defined as a set of

instructional services provided to a particular student over a particular
period of time. Two characteristics of service clust.:rs are especially
noteworthy. First, insofar as possible, service clusters are based on what
programs actually do, on what services are actually received, and not on
program goals or official rhetoric. Second, service clusters are
child-centered. The focus is on the set of services individual children
receive, without regard to whether the same set of services are provided to
most or hardly any other children like them in their classroom or by one or

more than one teacher.

In the earlier, dcscriptive phase of this study, data were gathered and
services were identified and clustered in a nationally representative sample

of schools. The basis for clustering services wﬁaqboth conceptual and
L
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TABLE 2.1. Longitudinal study variables

Family Background

Socioeconomic status

Parent's/guardian's education

Extent of English use in the home

Home learning opportunities in English
Parent's/guardian's interest in education

Student Backgzpund Characteristics

Student's age

Student's prior educational background
Student's language group

Student's grade level at beginning of study

Student Language Proficiency and Academic Aptitude

Intellectual reasoning sptitude

Oral proficiency in the native language
Oral proficieucy in English

Froficiency in English language arts
Proficiency in mathematics

School Background and Schooling Characteristics

Percent of LM~LE:3 in school

Percent of LM-LEPs in each language group

Percent of LM-LEPs of the same language group as the gtudent

School emphasis on academics and basic skills

Instructional leadership by priacipal

Extent of English use by students with i.structionai staff and peers
outgside of instructional school time

Instructional Staff/Classroom Characteristics

Edvcational background

Teaching experience in elementary school

Experience teaching LM-1LEP elementary school students
Philosophy/attitude toward instruction of LM-LEP students

Instructional staff's proficiency in the na%ive language and in English

Instructional Environment

Student/teacher ratios

Grouping practices

Use of aides

Cocrdination of instruction

Percent of students from same background

e

Materials used

Qo
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TABLE 2.1 (continued)

Instructional Services Received

Tetal instructional hours in English language arts

Total instructional hours in math

Use of the native language for instruction of academic subject
areas

Instruction in native language arts

Special instruction in English

Use of simplified English

Rate of change in use of native language in instruction

Attendance

Qutcomes

Achievement in English language arts

achievement in mathematics

Teacher ratings of academic performance in English and math
Teacher ratings of student classroom participation/behavior
Grade advancement

]
[
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TABLE 2.2. A predictive model for LM-LEP student academic outcomes
SCI 0L
TRACHING STAFF
CHARACTER1STICS —.H CUARACTRRISTICS? l
INSTRUCTIONAL | __p! INSTRUCTIONAL | OUTCOM
ENVIRONMENT INTERACTION :
X | .
| &
STUDENT LANGUAGE
FAMILY PLOFICIENCY AND
BACKGROUND ACADEMIC
APTITUDR
STUDENT
DEMOGRAPHIC ARD
ACADEMIC
BACKGROUND 3 8
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empirical. The variables comprising the clusters were drawn from a
literature review of previously developed typologies of services for LM-LEP
students and their critiques (e.g. Fishman and Lovas, 1972; Mackey, 1978;
Troike, 1981; Krashen, 1981; Baker and de Kanter, 1981; and NCBE, 1985),
4i1scussions with practitioners sand researchers, and our own knowledge of the
field. The manner in which the variables are combined was guided both by
the literature and the distributions actually found in the field.

In the Descriptive Study, data were collected only once during the year,
and were collected about groups of LM-LEP students within each elementary
school cather than about individual students. Based on those data, five

basic types or clusters of services amerged:

e Type .. adent's native language (Spanish, Cti:ese, etc.) is used
almost exclusively;

o Type B--there {s substantial and continued use of :he students' native
language and of English for instruction;

e Type C--there is a systematic change from initially predominant use of
students' native language to a predominant use of English in
instruction;

o Type D--essentially all instruction is in English, but with special
instruction in Engiish language arts for LM-LEP students; and

o Type E--all instruction 1s in English with no special services
provided to LM-LEP students.

Table 2.3 provides nationally representative distributional data
regarding the clusters of services available to first-grade LM-LEP students
from the predominant language minority froup within each of the Descriptive
Study's schools. Basically the same pattern was found for third-grade

gtudents.

For the current Longitudinal Study, minor revisions were made in the
service cluster schema used in the Descriptive Study. 1In the Longitudinal
Study it has been possible to obtain detailed information on the instruction
received by each ILM-LEP student in the study and to gather this information
at several points in time. Thus, the service cluster designations for the
Longitudinal Study are more precise characteristics of the services received
by each of the study's IM-LEP students than are the clusters used in the
Descriptive Study.

an
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TABLE 2.3. Percentage of schools and students for typical service clusters 1
for {irst-grade LM-LEP students from the predominant
language-minority group; based on Descriptive Study )
National
National Percentage
Percentage of LM-LEP
Service Cluster Type of Schools Students®
A. Native Language Primary 3z 72
B. Continued Instruction in 11 26
the Native Language and 1
English
C. Change in Language 29 40 ‘
Instruction
D. All English with Special 51 25 J
Instruction in English
E. All English without Special 6 1 ]
Instruction in English .
Total of Primary Clusters 100% 1002 ‘
* \
Column percentages do not add to 10O because of rounding. \

The service clusters and the five variables compricing them which ar»
used in the Longitudinal Study are presented in Table 2.4. For the l
Longitudinal Study, services are categorized into six ma jor cluster groups,
including 32 specific clusters. Three of the major clust;rs (A, B and C)
are situations in which the students’ native language is used to a
significant extent, and three o” them not. The three clusters in which only
English 18 used (D, E and F) differ with respect to whether the students

receive special instruction in English.

Since the Longitudinal Study data on services are to be collected
over three years, it will be possible to determine sequences or patterns of

services within and across years for each of the LM-LEP students in the

40
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TABLE 2.4. Instrucizional service clusters

Extest of Speciol of simplified of Sisplified | lestsuction
C’uster Verfshle Native Lamguage (astruct ion Eaglish for Eaglish for in Native
Ues in 1in English lenguags Arte English Language
Cluster Type g Mon-lamgusge erte Instructios ® Provided 1astruction® 1astruction Arte
A. lnstruction Prims:ily Using Netive Language Nigh use of the native lenguage
Al Inlno. Yes/no® Yoo Yee
A2 Yes/no Yes/mo Mo Yes
A3 Yeu/wo Yes/no Yoo Mo
Ab Yes/no Yos/ao No No
3. Instruction using Both Netive end Znglish Moderste use of v Live lewg.
Lasguages Extensively .
1} Yes/mo Yoo Yoo You
| ¥ Yes/no Yoo No Yae
[ 3] Yes/wo No Yoo Yoo
[ 7Y . Y48, 40 Mo No Yoo
3 You /0 Yoo Yoo Ne
[ 13 Yes/no Yos No Mo
| 1} Yos/wo No Yoo Mo
[ 7] Yes/no Mo No No
C. Eaphasis on English, with Some lnetruction Using Lov uss of tha native lenguage
Native Language
(4] Yos/mo 7 Yoo Yoo
c2 Yos/no Yes No Yo
c) Yea/no No Yeo (T
C4 Yoo /mo Mo No Yoo
c5 Yos/mo Yoo Yoo No
cé Yeo/nc Yea No No
c? Yon/me No (1) No
cs Yes/no No No No
D. lastructioa Usin, Raglish, with Specisl Misimal or wo uss of tha astive
lestructioa in nglieh lengusge
111 Yoo Yo Yoo Yoo
b2 Yes Yoo No Yos
[13] Yoo No \ (1) Yoo
b4 Yos No No (1]
b3 T Yoo Yeo No
06 Yoo ) No ¥o
n Yoo No Yoo No
ns No ¥o o
8. lnstructios Using English, with No Speciel Minimal or no use «f the
lastruction in English native lenguege
sl Mo Yas in st lesst one columa b Yoo
]2 No ¥o No Yos
[ 3] Mo Yes i st lsact ons column No
f. A1l lestzuction in English, with No Specisl Hinimal of w: use of the
LEP Bervice netive language No ¥o No Mo

;llol-lulunp arte lestruction includes Math, Science, sad Sociel Studiss (includieg Ethaic Ner#isge).
Notations used in this tsbls indicete the following:t Yse/mo ~ The veriable may or may mot presest;

Yas in st lssst one column - Thers 1s primarily wee of simplified Englieh for mom-language srte instSuction or primarily use of simplified English for

Englinh language erts imstruction; or there is primarily simplified English in both non-langusge srtes instruction

English languege sris instruction.
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stuvdy. In Chapter 7 we describe various patteruns of service clusters which
were identified during the study's first year and we designate a set of nine

of these as Cluster “equences. Data analyses are presented both in terms of

specific clusters and in terms of patterns of clusters.

Finally, it should be noted that the variables comprising the
Longitudinal Study's clusters closely parallel those used in the Descriptive
Study. However, the concept of change in the use of & students' native
language, which was incorporated in the Descriptive Study's Cluster "C," is
now a part of the "cluster sequences,” with each of the clusters in the

longitudinal Study defined in terms of the services students receive at a
given point in time.

C. OVERVIEW OF RESEARCH PLAN

The basic plan calls for a three-year longitudinal study of two cohorts
of students {n a national sample of schools selected from those in the
1983-84 Descriptive Study. The three years are: school years 1984-85,
1985-86, and 1986-87.

As shown on Table 2.5, the first cohort, Cohort A, consists of students
who were in grade 1 during the first year of the study (1984~85) and who are
expected to be in grade 2 the second year and grade 3 the third year. The

TABLE 2.5. Summary of 3-year longitudinal plan

Grade level of Grade level of most of :he
students during ____students during:
Cohort 1984-85 1985-86 1986-87
A . Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3
B Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5

e
o
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second cohort, Cohort B, consists of students who were in grade 3 the first
year and who are expected to be in grades 4 and 5 duriag the second and

third years respectively. Throughout this report we use grade-level and
alphabetic designations for the two cohorts interchangeably. The grade-level
designations are move readily {nterprecable, but since a small number of
students had already transferred from grade 1 and grade 3 by the end of the
study's first year, the alphabetic designation is slightly more precise. 1In
the second and third years of the study, when there will be much more
variation in grade-levels within the two cohorts, the alphabetic

designations will be used almost exclusively.

The sample of students was planned to be large enough to allow for
expected attrition, and once the students were gelected and the rosters
closed in the winter of 1984, no cases were added to the samnle. Students
are not to be Jdropped from the :tudy merely because they have ceased to be
designated as IM-LEP or to receive special services; the plan 1s to continue
follcwing them for the full three years. to see how they fare in an
all-English enviromment. Alco, to the extent resources permit, students
will be followed and maintained in the study even when they leave the

original study schools.

Datz are being collected regarding school districts, schools,
principals, {iastructional personnel, and students. The focus of the study,
however, is students, not schools or districts. Thus data about districts,
schools, and school principals are being used as auxiliary data about those
students in the corresponding districts and schools; data about teachers are

used as auxiliary data applying to students in those teachers' classes.

The student sample consists of three categories of students. They are

as follows:

¢ LM-LEPs--ianguage-minority limited-English-proficient students
(LM-LEPs). These are students officially designated by their schools
as IM-LEP during the first year of the study. They may or may not
have ever received special language related services. This is the
category of principal interest to the study.

e EP/LIS--English-proficient (EP) students who, when the study began,

were receiving some instructional services designed for LM-LEP
students. This category of students ir sometimes referred to as

4
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EP/LIS in this report (English-Proficient/LM-LEP Instructional
Services). These students are included in the study in order to
make it possible to investigate the effects c¢n achievement level that
result from providing bilingual or other forms of LEP instructional
services to English-proficient children.

e EP/Comp--English-proficient students who have never beer classified as
LM~LEP and who have never received instructional services designed for
IM-LEP students. This category of English-proficient students is Y
included in the study primarily as a comparison group. This category
of studeuts is sometimes referred to in this report as EP/Comp. After
longitudinal data have been collected in the second and third years of
the study we expect both the LY-LEP and EP/LIS groups will be compared
with the EP/Comp group.

Baseline data were collected in the fall of 1984, and a preliminary set

of outcome measures were collected in the spring of 1985. The plan is to

collect subsequent sets of outcome data in the spring of the second and
third years of the study (i.e., Spring 1986 and Spring 1987). The Fall 1984 ]
baseline data and all outcome data except the very last set (Spring 1987)

are all to serve as control measures for subsequent outcome measures. l

The study was planned with an overlap of the two cohorts at grade 3. A
ma jor purnose of this is to provide some information about the extent to ]
which the LM-LEP students in the first-grade and third-grade cohorts are
comparable. We know in advance that they do not represent exactly the same q
population, since by the time the grade 1 LM-LEPs reach grade 3 many of them
wiil have become English-proficient. Such students are represented in our ]
grade 1 cohort during all three years of the study, but they are excluded
from the grade 3 cohort, which is defined to consist only of students who
were classified as LM-LEP when they were in grade 3. The grade 3 cohort l
includes some students continuing to receive special services after two or
more years of special instruction as well as some students who are new l
immigrants to this country and therefore began receiving services at an
older age than LM-LEP students in the grade 1 group. For analyses in which
direct equivalence of the two cohorts is essential, this will be achievable
by means of dropping some students from the analysis. Students dropped J
would include grade 1 cohort students who when they reach grade 3, would not
have bez~ eligible for the grade 3 cohort and grade 3 students who would not ]
have been eligible for the grade 1 cohort. Thig kind of analysis will not

be appropriate (or even possible), however, until all the longitudinal data
have been collected at the end of three years. ‘

Q ‘45}
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2D D. THE SAMPLE

The sites for the longitudinal study were a subset of those in the
Descriptive Study. 1In the Descriptive Study, a national probability sample
of 200 schools had been selected for intensive site visits, including
collection of student-level data and the subsequent determination of the
service cluste-s existing at the schools. The specific schools selected in
the sample of 200 and the 80 school districts containing those schools
represent the fcoame from which all the Longitudinal Study districts and
almost all of the Longitudinal Study schools were selected.

To minimize student unit costs (by reducing fixed site costs), it was
decided to limit the student sample for the longitudinal study to
approximately 20 LEAs, and within each of these LEAs to select a carefully
chosen subset of schools, rather than necessarily including all of the LEA's

schools that were in the Descriptive Study.

Although the principal selection criteria were directed at the school
level, one general district requirement was imposed. Specifically, to meet
oinimum within-district sampie size needs for conducting within-site
analyses, districts reporting fewer than 200 LM-LEPs altogether in grade 1
or grade 3 (as reflected in responses to Questionnaire No. 1 of the
Descriptive Study or in other sources in the absence of that datum) were
excluded from further consideration.1 As a result of the nature of the
initial selection procedure, the remaining districts are representative of
all districts nationally having total LM-LEP counts of 200 or greater in
bott grade 1 and grade 3. (Districts previously refusing or otherwise

unable to participate were also excluded for obvious reasons.) In

INote that the remaining districts are still representative of all districts
nationally having total LEP counts of 200 or greater in grades 1 and 3. These
districts represent a national population of districts estimated to contain 74.7%
of all public school LM-LEPs in grade 1 and and 75.2% of the corresponding grade 3
students.

oD b o = g b S "E el BD 0 ogf S0 @gh B gE
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accordance with the considerations discussed above it was decided that
within geographic region,1 districts were to be chosen on the basis of the
characteristics of the LM-LEP students and tha service clusters present in
the schools within the district. This implied that districts with greater
representation of non-Hispanic LM-LEP students and those with rare service
clusters (i.e., Clusters A and E) should be oversampled to allow greater
variation in analysis; it also suggested that attempts should be made to

provide reasonable representation of cluster types.

1Ca11fornia, Texas, Rocky Mountain, Midwest, Northeast, and Southeast.

2pn important decision in connection with the sample was whether it must be a
purely probability sample. For a purely descriptive or normative study to be
dependably accurate, it is virtually imperative that results be based on a
probability sample of the population to whom the norms are to apply. It is for
this reason that for the Descriptive Phase of the study, the samples of
districts, schools, teachers, and students all were true probability samples.

For the Longitudinal Study, howeve:, the situation is entirely different. This
i{s essentially a relational study rather than a descriptive study. We are
investigating the relation between kinds of services provided and the outcomes of
those services for LM-LEP students in general and also for specific categories of
such students. For relational studies of this sort, it is of primary importcnre
to ha.e all the important elements of the population well represented, bt it
does not really matter whether they are represented in the precise proportions in
which they are found in the population. This 1is true because the study is
intended to determine what happens within various segments of the populat.ion and
to compare these outcomes for different segments, rather than to combine them
with the goal of getting an overall composite. A central purpose of the study is
to compare outcomes for students receiving different clusters of services--rather
than to combine these varfous groups of students to find the outcome for an
undifferentiated composite of all groups. Thus, it was judged appropriate to go
beyond the Descriptive Study's sample and to supplement the Longitudinal Study
with schools which had particular types of services or students important to the
Longitudinal Study's design.

DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATES. INC.
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SELECTING THE DISTRICT SAMPLE

To allow for the inability of some of the selected districts to
participate, slightly more districts were included in our initial selection
than we planned to have in the final sample. After excluding districts that
did not meet the minimum size in terms of LM-LEP population and a few other
dietricts that were known to be unable to participate, Descriptive Study
districts in 11 states remained. Together, these gtates contained over 81
percent of the ~stimated number of LM-LEP elementary school students in the
United States, and represented a range of demographic and geographic charac-
teristics and of state level involvement in the provision of special
services for LM-LEPs. An initial sample of districts, inc.uding at least
one from each of the 11 gstates was selected. As anticipated not all of them
were able to participate and the fina! sample consisted of 18 districts,
located in 10 states. Table 2.6 {dentifies the districts in the final
district sample, and also shows the initial numbers of schools and students

included in the study from each district.

THE SCHOOL SAMPLE

Schools were to be selected within chosen districts on the basis of
similar criteria. Schools containing fewer than 10 LM-LEP students in both
grades 1 and 3 were to be excluded from consideration, and schools with
greater representation of non-Hispanic LM~LEP students and those with rare
service clusters were to be oversampled. Service cluster diversity was
degired within and among the chosen schools within a psrticular district to
facilitate within district comparisons.

The need for adequate diversity in the school sample led to the decision
that somewhere in the vicinity of 100 schools (plus or minus 20 percent)
would be about right.

The final school sample, from the 18 districts, consisted of 86
schools. Almost all of these schools had also been in the Descriptive Study
sample. Six schools that had not been in the Descriptive Study were brought

into the sample.

4_
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TABLE 2.6. Districts in longitudinal study and corresponding numbers of schools and students

NO. OF STUDENTS*

No. of No. of I B
STATE Districts DISTRICT achools Cohort A Cohort
LM-LEP| EP/L1S| EP/Comp | LM-LEP EP/LIS|EP/Comp

California 4 Los Angeles 10 1542 367 42 1254 369 54
San Francisco 5 254 18 35 220 24 29
Oxnard 3 188 162 29 175 133 31
Richmond 4 81 57 58 85 32 56
Florida 1 Dade County (includ¢ ; Miami) 5 320 0 42 178 0 60
" “I1linois 1 Chicago 6 369 0 64 274 0 57
Massachusetts 1 Boston 6 176 0 51 183 0 52
Minnesota 1 St. Paul 6 120 0 50 90 0 46
New Jersey 1 Newark 4 310 0 38 166 0 31
New Mexico 2 Espanola 5 199 56 Q 157 84 0

Gadsden School District
(Anthony, NM) 4 289 81 19 289 88 35
New York 2 Ne# York City District 19 3 154 226 0 81 132 0
New York City District 30 4 140 0 36 61 7 25
Ohio Cleveland 4 207 0 26 149 0 20
Texas Dallas 4 225 0 47 158 3 41
grownsville 4 461 0 16 430 0 16
San Antonio School District 4 196 30 0 59 23 0

o Edgewood School District

45 (in San Antonio) 5 310 0 0 213 0 08
TOTAL 18 86 5541 997 553 4.22 895 553
- —

*Before attrition.
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As shown in Table 2.6, the number of schools per district varied from a
low of 3 to a high of 10, with the mean at 4.8 and the mode at 4. Table 2.7

shows the representation of native languages within the 86 selected schools.

2D.3 THE STUDENT SAMPLE

As previously indicated, the research plan called for selecting the
following three categories of students:

a) IM-LEP students

b) English-proficient students receiving some (or all) instructional
services designed for LM-LEP students (EP/LIS)

¢) English-proficient students who had never been classified as
LM-LEP and had never received the special instructional services

designed for LM-LEP students (EP/Comp)

The minimum sample target size was set at 9000 LM-LEP students (divided
between the grade 1 and grade 3 cohorts). This was deemed an adequate
number to allow for the expected attrition. Virtually all LM-LEP students
in grades 1 and 3 in the 86 schools of the sample were selected. The basic
exception to the "select all” rule was that LM-LEP students in gself-contained
special education classes were not included in the study. With this one
exception, LM-LEP students were included irrespective of the type of
instcuctional services they receivec, and all service cluster types (see
Table 2.4) are represented in the sample, including students in clusters E
and F who receive no language-related services. Including all types of
LM-LEP students permits investigating the relationships between types of

instruction, characteristics of students, and academic performance.
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TASLE 2.7. Distribution ¢ native languages of LM-LEP students
1o longitudinai Study samwple
No. of ¥o. of
Canes Cases
144 1 14 124 144
Category A 3 Language A 3
Roasnce Languages 4779 3621 Spaaish 4672 3538
Portuguese 84 56
Trench 1 0 ,
Italian 6 10
Romanisn 13 12
fraoch-based Creole 3 b )
Other Ruropean 7 4 . German 1 0
Languages: Bungarian (Magyar) b ) 1
Latin alphabdbet Csech 1 0
Polish 0 1
) Eoglish-based Creole 0 2
Other Buropean 25 23 Greek 22 22
Laoguages: Russias ? 0
Non-Latin alphabet Armanian 1 0
Serbo~Croatisn 0 1
Native v 22 Tewva 0 9
American Chippeva (0jidwe) 0 2
Lacguages Mayr- 0 1
Other: 104 60 Vietnamesc 61 36
Latin Turkish 1 0
alphabet Malay 1 0
Mlipino (Tagalog) 3? 21
1locano 2 1
Visaysu 0 1
Samoan 2 1
Chinese 221 226 Chinese (uaspecified) 179 183
Cantonsse (Toisan) 35 27
Mandarin 2 3
Wu S 11
Orhet i 218 Amharic (Ethopian) 1 2
Afghan (Dari, Pashto,
Pushto) 2 1
Arabic 65 [ 1)
Syriasc 0 1
Bengalil 1 0
Mien S 10
Parsi (lranian,
Persian) 5 0
dmong 86 70
Japansee 4 0
Hindi (and related) 8 k}
Gu jarati 0 2
Punjabi 1 2
Urdu 4 1
Koresn 64 43
Lao 7 14
Canbodian (Khaer) 24 19
Thal (Sismese) 2 k]
%ot Known 126 61 126 61
TOTAL 541 4222 . £ 1Y 702
57 |
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For the EP comparison group, it was decided to select 10-15 students
from grade 1 and 10-15 from grade 3 in each school. These students were
selected at random from all first and third graders who were never

classified as IM-LEP and who had never received LM-LEP services.

In addition all grade 1 and grade 3 non-LEP students in the selected
schools who had never been designated by the school as LM-LEP and were
receiving LEP services were also selected. These students (the EP/LIS
group) were included in order to permit research concerning the effects of
LM-LEP instructional services on the academic achievement of students

already proficient in English.

The composition of the final sample (before any attrition occurred) was
summari:;ad in Table 2.6. Although estimates obtained directly from this
sample should not be regarded as population estimates, it will be possible,
as explaine. in Section J of this chapter ("Generalizing from Study
Results”), to estimate some population values by using data from the

Descriptive Study in conjunction with data from the present study.

E. DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS AND DATA SOURCES

A variety of questionnaires, rating forms, and data recording forms
were designed specially for this study. Some were to be completed by the
project's field staff; others by the teachers of the students in the sample;
and still others br school principals and district-level personnel. In
addition, appropriate levels of a commercially published achievement test,
the Stanford Achievement Test, were selected for use in pretesting and
posttesting student academic achievement; another commercially published
test, the Raven Progressive Matrices, was selected to provide a direct
measure of a nonlanguage aspect of general academic aptitude; and a rating
form, the Student Oral Proficiency Rating (SOPR), was adapted for use in the
presert study from an instrument which is widely used throughout the state
of California to rate students' oral proficiency both in Englirh and in
their native language. A list of the instruments and their responde.ts for

each of the three years of the study are presented in Table 2.8.

93
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TABLE 2.8. Data cullection instruments

Study Year

Form Respondent i 2 3
School District Policy Questionnaire District staff - X
School Statistical Sumnary Questionnaire School principal X X
School Principal Questionnaire School principal X
School Policies and Procedures Form School records and principal X X
Instructional Staff Questionnaire All teachers X X X
Student /Teacher Data Form Main teachers X X X
Student Instruction Record All teachers X X X
Student erformance Record Main teachers X X
Parent /Home Questionnaire Parents of IM-LEP students X
Student Background Questionnaire School records and staff X X

Student Oral Proficiency Rating:
English (SOPR) Teachers of LM-LEP students X

I P e P —-—— T —— pu——" N [y —— Pa——— P e o ——

Stude : Oral Proficiency Rating:
Native Language (SOPR) Teachers of LM-LEP students X

Academic Aptitude Measure (Raven I
Progre-~sive Matrices)

Coloured Progressive Matrices (CPM) Grade 1 students X

Standard Progressive Matrices (SPM) Grade 3 students X l

fStanford Achievement Tests:

English subtests:
Vocabulary All students * X X ]
Readfng comprehension; All students * X X

Math subtests:
Concepts of Number All students * X X 1
Computation All students * X X
Applications All students * X X

*Fall and spring for Grade 3 students; spring only for Grade 1.
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RATIONALE FOR OUTCOME MEASURES

Objective measures of student academic performance are virtually
essential for a study such as the present one. Therefore, we undertook a
review of several of the major achievement test batteries that span at least
elementary school grades 1-5. We looked for a battery whose rea. ing
comprehension and mathemat.ics applications items were most nearly free of
content which migzht be systematically unfamiliar to students from the
various lanjuagie minority groups included in the study. We also wanted a
battery tlst was not already being used routinely in the schools in the
study at » time »f the year other than that during which we planned to
test. Also, some overlap of the grade ranges for ad jacent grades was
regarcad as desirable, and it was required that the specific subtests or
gets of items which the rescarch design called for be availavle at all the
grade levels to be included in the study. The specific subtests we

considered importanrt were:

measure of reading comprehension;

measure of comprehension of oral English;

measure of computational ability;

measure of ability to solv: mathematical "word problems”; and
measure of comprehension of mathematical concepts.

[ BN BN BN BN J
[ TN ]

Taking the above considerations into account, we decided that the
Stanford Achievement Test m: «r requirements at least as well as any other
and better than most. The levels to be used in various grades are shown in
Table 2.9. The subtests to be used in each battery are also shown in that
table. It may be noted from the table that the Primary 1 level of the test
(given in grade 1) cowbines computation and mathematics applications (i.e.,
word problems) in a single subtest instead of having them in two separate
subtests. This creates no difficulties since it is possible for us to score
the two sets of itew~ separately as well as together. Although the tests we
are using include none with a title indicating that it is a xears.re of oral
comprehension, the Vocabulary test fulfills this function since each test

item is read aloud by the person administering the test.
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TABLE 2.9. Stanford Achievement Test levels and subtests to be used

Co-

English Mathematics
Data __Subtests Subtests
Collection Rdg. Concents Math  Comput.

hort Grade Period SAT Level Comp. Vocab. of No. Comput. Appl. + Appl.

A

1 Spr '85 Primary 1 x x x x
Spr '86 Primary 2 x < x x
Spr '87 Primary 3 x

N
"

w
»
]
]
»

Fall '84 Primary 2
Spr "85 Primary 3
Spr '86 Intermediate 1
Spr '87 Intermediate 2

wnmhww
L I ]
L I A
Mo X X
L I I
L I |

In addition to Stanford Achievement Test scores, end-of-year ratings by
teachers are being collected on students' achievement in varicus aspec:s of
English and mathematics. These ratings necessarily have a subjective
element which limits their utility as outcome measures for use in making
comparisons across school districts. However, they provide a measure of
students' relativc abilities within their ¢wn academic context, and thus are
useful indicators of how well such students will perform in all-English-

ncdfum classrooms within their own schools.

A third type of measure of student outcome is the rate at which LM-LEP
students become designated by their schools as English-proficient. Because
schools and districts differ in the criteria they use in definirg students
as English-proficient (Young, 1985), this potentially important measure must
be treated with extreme care. Thus, detailed data on schools' definitions
and operational criteria are being collected along with the simple

designation of student LM-LEP status each of the study's three years,
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RATIONALE FOR "CONTROL VARIABLE"™ INSTRUMENTS

The need for control variables in a study such as this i1s critical.
The *erm "control variable” as used here refers to a variable that helps
prevent distortion of the results that might otherwise occur from different
instructional programs as a consequence of differential levels of ability
and potential among the students in the groups being compared or other

factors extraneous to the focus of the study.

Various different kinds of control variables were deemed desirable.
These include a baseline measure of academic ability level independent of
the child's language, an evaluation of the child's degree of oral
proficiency in English (and where fea ible in his or her native language)
and a measure of achievement in English and mathematics. Also included here
are measures of home context wnich prior research suggests may confound the
effect of the instructional treatment variables of primary interest. The
first of these variables (the baseline measure of academic ability) is
provided by the Raven Progressive Matrices, the second by the Student Oral
Proficiency Rating (SOPR), and the third by the Stanford Achievement Tests;
the home context measures are provided by a questionnaire deve loped
specifically for this study. The nature and rationale of these instruments
are described briefly below.

The Raven Progressive Matrices

The LM-LEP status of the students necessitated a nonverbal test--or
better yet, a nonlanguage test. (A nonverbal test is one that does not
require the respondent to read, write, or speak in taking the test, and
presumably does not require verbal skills in determining the answers to the
questions. A nonlanguage test is one that meets the requirements for a
nonverbal test and also meets one additional requirement--that it can be

administered entirely without the use of words, €.g., in pantomine.)

There are quite a few nonverbal testr available, but hardly any non-
language tests. The Raven Progressive Matrices is the best-known and most

widely used of the very few extant. I: nras been used in countries all over
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the world; furthermore it has been used with deaf children, speech-impaired
children, and LM-LEP children. The Raven has the important advantage that
geveral different levels have been develnped, so that there are levels
suitable for grade 1 .nd for grade 3. 1In this connection another feature ig
worth mentioning, which, though not a crucial factor in the selection of the
Raven, nevertheless constitutes an added plus. This is the fact that 24 of
the 35 items in the level used in grade 1 (the Coloured Progressive
Matrices) are identical to the first 24 items in the 60-item level used in
grade 3 (the Standard Progressive Matrices). Scoring these 24 items
separately (in addition to including them in the totals) enables us to
compare grade 1 Raven scores and grade 3 Raven scores more directly than
would otherwisa be possible.

Another consideration in selection of the Raven was that unlike many non-
verbal tests of general academic aptitude it would not have to be
administered individually. Administering a test individually to every
student in the study would have been out of the question in terms of the
pro ject budget. But the Raven can be administered to small groups of
students. (For the grade 1 students it was generally administered in groups
of five to ten students while in grade 3 the groups were as large as 15

students.)

Some readers may wonder why we refer to the Raven as a measure of
general academic aptitude despite it3 nonverbal character and the well-known
fact that academic aptitude has a heavy verbal component. The resolution of
this seeming paradox lies in the fact that although the test items in the
Raven are nonverbal, the ability they measure has been found for
English-proficient children to have a high correlation with intelligence
tests (even ones that have a heavy verbal component) and chus with general
academic aptitude. Thus it can be agssumed to be a good measure of the
academic apt.tude of LM-LEP students, and to be substantially correlated
with verbal aptitude. This makes it ideal as a control variable--a variable
that can function as a covariate or as a predictor of expected gain in
achievement in determining whether the treatment variables (e.g., service
cluster and individual variables that characterize the mode of instruction)
have a positive or negative effect in comparison with what might be expected

in the absence of special instructional sg;vices for LM-LEP students.
O
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2E.2.b The Student Oral Proficiency Rating (SOPR)

The Student Oral Proficiency Rating (SOPR) was gelecteu as the
instrument to be used for obtaining measures of student oral proficiency in
English and in the native language. A primary concern in selecting an oral
proficiency instrument was to obtain a meastre of oral language proficiercy
that would indicate the level of the students' ability to speak and to
understand speech within everyday classroom situations, as well as within
informal speech situations. A further requirement was the selection of an
instrument that utilized as naturalistic a testing situation as possible,
since many of the students in the study would be new to schooling overall
and, in particular, would not have any test-taking skills. A third concern
wag to utilize an instrument which could be used to meuasure both English and
native language ability in comparable terms for the large number of language

groups expected to be represented in the study sample.

The limitations of many available oral proficiency tests were considered
a significant problem given these requirements. The tasks used in
commercially available tests frequently involve only very limited speaking
and understanding skills, or the scoring procedur2s are limited to a small
subset of language skills. The assessment situations required for the tests
range from paver and pencil tests to individual interview gituations focused
on specific activities or on guided discussions. Despite this range in the
degree to which the tests provide a naturalistic language use situation,
they all require a certain "test-wiseness” (and willingness to speak freely
with an unfamiliar person) that many LM-LEP students do not have,
particularly in the lower grades. In addition, the range of languages which
can be assessed by any one test 1s not very large. The development of
comparable tests of the same nature for assessment of oral proficiency in

other languages would be very complex and costly.

The SOPR was found to fulfill all of the above requirements. The SOPR
is a rating tnstrument that i1s a slightly modified form of the Student Oral
Language Observation Matrix (SOLOM), an instrument used in California to
assist in student placements. The SOPR possesses the characteristics that

were of concern in our selection of an oral proficiency instrument. It is

]
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completely naturalistic in that it provides a measure of student proficiency
based on actual comprehension and production within formal and informal
classroom discourse situations. The data that form the basis of the teacher
ratings of student oral proficiency are the numerous classroom discourse
situations in which the teacher and the student have used the language of
interest. Thus the data used are drawn from extensive daily interaction
with the student and are not liwmited to selected topic areas or selected
language skills. Since no specific assessment situation is required for the
rating, student reticence or test-wiseness is much less a factor in the
ratings. For these reasons, the SOPR ratings are expected to be more valid
for the study purposes than any scores obtained through the use of the tests
available commercially. Also, the general format of the SOPR is such that
it can be used for all language groups, provided that there is a qualified
teacher available to rate the student in the native language. The SOPR
formsl--both the form for English and the form for the native language--
consist of five behaviorally anchored five-point scales: (A) Comprehension,
(B) Fluency, (C) Vocabulary, (D) Pronunciation, and (E) Grar nar. A total
score is obtained by adding the five separate ratings, each of which can be
any integer from 1 to 5; thus the total score has a possible range from 5 to
25. Our intention, when we decided to use the SOPR, was to rely primarily
on these total scores, rather than making heavy use of the ratings on the
five individual scales. There were two reasons for this: first, it seemed
likely that the intercorrelations among the five scales would be rather
high; and, second, psychometric theory sugges:-s that the sum of a set of
individual ratings will be more reliable than the individual components, and
probably more reliable than a single global rating would he.

As will be seen in Chapter 4 (Section C), where empirical data on the
SOPR are presented, our expectations were confirmed by the data. The total
score appears to be working very well, and intercorrelations among the five
scales were high, with the five separate scales not seeming to provide any

more precise information than the total.

1See Appendix B, Section 8 in which the SOPR scales are shown.
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However, there is some empirical evidence of a slight but real
distinction, at least on the English SOPR, between scale A (Comprehension)
and the sum of the other four scales, all of which apply to speaking rather
than to listening to speech. Thus, throughout this report where SOPR data
are presented they are almost always based on the total scores, although
occasionally some tables show data for the "speaking™ composite (the sum of

ratings on B, C, D, and E) and even for the five separate scales.

One possible concern in the selection of the SOPR was the fact that the
student scores depend on ratings by ‘ndividual teachers. Ratings by
teachers are advantageous in that they reflect student oral proficiency in a
range of situations over an extended period of time. However, there is a
possible disadvantage in that different teachers may base ratings on

dif ferent standards.

To address this concern, two studies of the SOPR were carried out prior
to its use in the study: First, a validity study was conducted in which
teacher rating data from California nsing the SOLOM (the original term for
the SOPR instrument) were compared with the results of the Bilingual Syntax
Measure I (for Kindergarten and grade 1 students), the Language Assessment
Scales I (for grades 2, 3, 4, and 5) and the Language Assessment Scales II
(for grade 6 students). The SOPR ratings and the language proficiency test
scores on which this study was based were obtained within one month of each
other. Tha correlations of the total SOLOM score ratings with the language
proficiency test scores were as follows: kindergarten, .73 (87 students);
grade 1, .71 (81 students); grade 2, .52 (93 students); grade 3, .80 (67
students); grade 4, .66 (65 students); grade 5, .57 (77 students); and,
grade 6, .70 (80 students). These results show quite high levels of
agreement between the two types of scores, particularly given the
dif ferences in the nature of the teacher rating versus the language

proficiency tests.

Second, a reliability study was conducted in which the ratings given by
two teachers for the same set of students were compared. The overall
correlation of rthe two sets of ratings (based on ten teacher rater pairs)

was .79. Correlation coefficients for separate teacher rater pairs ranged
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from .71 to .94, with the exception of one coefficient of .47, based on six
cases. These correlations indicated fairly consistent agreement between the
two raters for each student and showed that the teachers used similar

standards in rating students on the 1 to 5 scales.

The Stanford Achievement Test As a Control Variable

As alreadv discussed, the Stanford Achievement Test was selected as

the principal outcome measure. This virtually dictated its use as a control
measure as well. However, testing at the start of the longitudinal study
(in the Fall of 1984) was only for the third-grad2 cohort. It was deemed
undesirable to test LM-LEP students right at the start of grade 1, since at
that early stage in their school careers not only testing but school itself
would be unfamiliar to many students. Therefore, for the first-grade cohort
we plan to depend primarily on the ilaven as a pretest measure, rather than

using a combination of the Stanford and the Raven.

The SAT mathematics test for third-graders was translated into Spanish,
for use in those few districts in which a translated version was required in
order to comply with locally imposed regulations. Three of the Concepts of
Number items and one Math Applications item had co be omitted because it
turned out not to be feasible, with the resources available, to obtain an
adequately precise translation of them which was suitable in all the
variations in Spanish which were being encountered. 1In using the results,
an ad justment for the absence of these items will be made by means of
equipercentile equating. (This will be done in preparation for the analysis
to be done after Year 2 data have been collected. Meanwhile, the small
amount of mathematics data based on the Spanish translation have been

omitted from the present report.)

The Parent/Home Questionnaire

Having a measure of the home enviromment of the study's students was
judged very important. Characteristics of students' parents and their home
surroundings can affect both their proficienzy in English and their overall

performance in school.

!
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Consequently, a questicnnaire was designed and field tested to provide
measures of the education lerel, uccupation, and interest in sctuol and
education of the parents of the study's LM-LEP students. It was also
designed to provide measures of the extent of English and other language use
in the students' homes, the extent of reading materials in English and other
languages in their homes, and the time students spend reading, dcing school

work, and watching television.

During the infitial data collection visit in the fall of 1984, parents of
each of the LM-LEP students were asked to complete the Parent/Home
Questionnaire. The parents of each child in the sumple were given a copy of
the questionnaire printed in ctheir native language and another copy printed
in English, and they were directed to complete whichever they preferred.

The questionnaire was printed in fourteen languages plus English. Where
possible, parents who had difficulty completing the questionnaire were

assisted by members of the study's field staff or school personnel.

RATIONALE FOR OTHER MEASURES

The other measures used in the study are for the purpose of describing
the {nstructional treatments received by each student, the characteristics
of the providers of those treatments, or their educational context. Each of
these measures was developed specially for this study. Specifically, these

include:

e The Student/Teacher Data Form and the Student Instruction Record--These
provide the basic information needed to assign each student to a
service cluster. These forms are completed about each student by each
of a student's teachers at least two times each year of the study.

They provide the nunber of hours each student is taught particular
academic subjects; the proportion of time each subject is taught in
English, the student's native language, and a language other than
English or the child's native language; and specific characteristics
of the instructional process and ccntext, as they pertain to each
student separately.

e Instructional Staff Questionnaire--This provides basic information on
the personal background and experience of each of the students'
teachers of academic subjects. It also provides information about
their general instructional approach and philosophy. This form is
completed by each teacher of each of the study's students once each

year.
Co
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e The School Principal Questionnaire--This questionnaire is designed to
provide measures both of the characteristics of the study schools and
of their principals. The nature and extent of instructional
leadership a principal provides may reinforce or detract from the
dire t effects of particular instructional treatments. This question-
naire is completed once by each principal in the study's schools, with
new pi.ncipals completing forms during the course of the study.

o The School Enviromment Forms--Several brief questinsnnaires and record
review forms are used to collect statistical data concerning school
enrollment and the socioeconomic status and academic performance of
the schools as a whole. Similar instruments have been designed for
recording school and district level policy and practice with respect
to determining LM-LEP status, and to assigning students to special
services and exiting them from such services. These forms were
completed during the first year of the study and are being updated
with each data collection visit.

DATA FROM EXTERNAL SOURCES

In addition to the data collected specially for this study, we are also,
obtaining from school records, where available, existing test score data of
two kinds on the study's students. Scores are being obtained on the version
of the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (CTBS) which has been translated
into Spanish to produce the "CTBS Espafiol.” We are also gathering scores on
the following language proficiency tests:

e Basic Inventory of Natural Languages (BINL)
e Language Assessment Battery (LAB)

e Language Assessment Scale (LAS)

e Idea Proficiency Test (IPT)

The CTBS and language proficiency test data are for tests administered
during spring or fall 1984. Although the data have not yet all been
collected and processed, at present we have English-language proficiency
test scores for close to a thousand LM-LEP gtudents and CTBS Espanol scores
for about 1,500 students. Additional CTBS Espafiol data are now being
collected for tests administered in 198S5.

The CTBS Espafiol will be useful in several ways. The reading score will
enable us to iuvestigate the relation of ability to read Spanish to ability
to learn to read Engiish. We also plan to investigate the relaticn of

ablility to read Spanish to the relative effectiveness of various gervice
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clusters (and service cluster sequences). If the schools that provide the
CTBS Espanol data all used the same level of the test within a cchort, we
shall be able to .ombine all districts in a single analysis for each of
these investigations. Otherwise, we shall handle the investigations as a
series of "mini-studies,” each based on a separate district or subset of
districts, with appropriate meta-analytic techniquee used to combine the

results.

The principal role of the English-language proficiency tests will be to
provide a supplementary measure of initial ability in English for those
third-grade students who did not take the English tests in the Stanford
Achievement Test battery in the fall of 1984. Again the "mini-study with
meta-analysis” approach can be used, if needed, to avoid combining different

tests and different test levels in the same analysis.

F. LINKAGE BETWEER OUTCOME MEASURES AND CONTROL VARIABLES

In Sections El and E2 above, outcome measures and control variables are
discussed. 1In the present gection we outline the plan for using them
together in data analysis. The general plau is built around the goal of the
study, which is to acquire an understanding of the degree to which
educational services provided to LM-LEP students in grades 1-5 are effective
in assisting them to function successfully in an all-English-medium
classroom. The effects of various types or clusters of services aver time

are of particular interest.

We expect to rely primarily on multiple regression anaiyses to study the
effects of various service clusters and related variables. The primary
objective will be to explain differences in the third-year SAT scores among
groups of students, looking particularly at the extent to which group
differences can be attributed to students' exposure to different types of

instruction.
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Attributing differences in performance levels to particular
instructional services involves systematically controlling for competing
explanations of differences among the student groups. In the context of
this study, factors which should be controlled include students' academic
aptitude, their initial proficiency in English, their prior knowledge of the

area being tested, and various other student and contextual characteristics.

Controlling these factors means obtaining as good a measure as possible
of each factor, and unless they are essentially invariant regardless of the
specific instructional program, they should be measured at a point just
prior to implementing the instructional programs being evaluated. The
theoretical assumption being made is that if the control measures are sound
and inclusive, any differences in the end-point SAT scores should be due to

the varying effects of the instructional programs received.

In the real world of field research, one does not actually expect to
control 100 percent of the possibly importrsnt control variables perfectly.
Researchers are, however, obligated to control as many as they can to the

best of their ability and resources.

Table 2.10 summarizes ma jor outcome analyses that are planned, and the
predictive, control, and criterion varfiables we expect to use. Column 4
1lists various instruments that will be tha source of control variables
(covariates). In some analyses these variables may be used as auxiliary
fredictors rather than as cuvariates, lut the nrincipal predictor variables
will almost always be instructional treatment variables of one kind or
another. In many analyses, but certainly not in all of them, the treatment
variables will be service :lusters. In other analysis the predictors will
be some of the component variables used in defining the clusters.
Essentially, the design will involve looking at the relative effects of
various instructional treatments over three years, including analyses of
effects by year or combination of years. More specifically, we expect to
analyze the data in terms of first year effects, second year effects, third
year effects, and the effects of years 1 and 2 combined, 2 and 35 combined,

and of 1,2 and 3 combined--the latter being the most important.
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TABLE 2.10. Prsdictors (or covariates) and critsria for measuring affects of treatzment
in various grades and grade sequancss

%cases in the various data soalysia sat numbers for a particular grade overlsp. For instancs, analysis A2a
includas all cases with Raven, whether or not they have Spring 85 SAT. Analysis A2b inciudss all casss with
Spring 85 SAT, whether or not they hava Raven. Which of the analyses are done for each grads combination
will depend on cozparative numbers of cases.

b‘rhi- column shows che variables thac might be ussd as pradictors or covariares. Thase combinations of
variablss are subject to change, depending, for instance, on numbers of casas.

CEffects of trsatment in cha grade l-5 cange can by synthesized by combining squivalsat subssts of Cohort A and
Cohort B.

67

' (1) (2) &) (%) (5)
Cases to be includsd ic
possible data analys.is
' Effscts of Data Cases with SAT criterion variable and
trsatment analysis
in: Conort | sec? . SAT Criterion
u Grads 1 A Al Raven, SOPRs, bars~t questionnaire, stc. Primary 1, Spring 85
Grrde 2 A A2a Raven, SOPRs, parsnt quastionnairs, stc. Primary 2, Spring 86 )
A2b Spring 85 SAT
' A2c Both
Grade 1-2 A Al Raven, SOPRs, parsnt quastionnaire, stc. Primary 2, Spring 86
Grads 3 A Ma Raven, SOPRs, parsnt quastionnaire, stc. Primary 3, Spring 87
A4d Sporing 86 SAT
Mc Both
3 Bla Raven, SOPRs, parsnt quastionnairs, stc. Primary 2, Spring 85
Blb Fall 84 SAT
Ble Both
Grzdss 2-3 A ASa Raven, SOPRs, parsat questionnaire, stc. Primary 3, Spring 87
ASH Spr.ng 85 SAT
Asc Both
' Grades 1-3 A AS Raven, SOPRs, parsant quastioansirs, atc. Primary 3, Spring 87
Grade 4 B B2a Raven, SOPRs, parsat quastionnairs, stc. Intermediats 1,
B2b Spring 85 SAT Spring 86
B2c Both .
l Grades 3-4 B Bla Raven, SOPRs, parsnt questiovnaire, stc. Incermediats 1,
B3b Fall 84 SAT Spring 86
Ble Both
Grade 5 3 Bia Raven, SOPRs, parsant qusstionnairs, stc. Interaediacs 2,
B4b Spring 86 SAT Spring 87 _
Béc Both
Grades 4-5 B BSa Raven, SOPRs, parsn. qusstionnaire, stc. Intermediate 2,
B5b Spring 85 SAT Spring 87
BSe Both
Grades 3-5 B8 Bb6a Raven, SOPRs, pareat quastionnairs, stc. Intermediats 2,
B6b Fall 84 SAT Spring 87
l Béc Both
Gradss 1-59 - c
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It will be =een from Table 2.10 that the design relies on Raven,
language proficiency, and home characteristics as the only con.rols for
first graders for Year 1 and all subsequent sequences of years that include
Year 1 (i.e., Years 1 and 2, and Years 1, 2 and 3). The SAT, it will be
recalled, was not administered in the fall of 1984 because it was felt to be
inappropriate to give an achievement test to children so early in their
school careers. For third-graders (Cohort B), we do have SAT pretest scores
for Year 1, and these will be used i{in addition to the saue controls as will
be used for Cohort A. For third-graders SAT pretest scores for Year 1 will
also be used. PFor analyses of the effects of Years 2 and 3, the design

provides for using the SAT scores as control variables for both cohorts.

Thus, in summary, there will be a large number of discrete analyses,
most of them involving multiple regression analysis with various
instructional variables used as the primary predictors, and involving a
multiplicity of control variables to cancel, in.ofar as feasibl. , the
effects of differences in the students' abilities, knowledge, and other
important background factors that existed before the instructional
procedvres being studied were applied. The principal criteria used in most
of these analyses will be various Stanford Achievement Test scores as
indicated by Column 5 in Table 2.10.

G. COMPOSITE VARIABLES

Before the data analysis was begun, a number of composite variables were
developed, in most cases by combining on an a priori basis selected
questionnaire items dealing with the same general topic.1 Formation of
many of the composites2 began at the time the questionnaires and ratirg

scales were baing developed. Using a composite of several questionnaire

11n a few cases the composite was formed by combining ratings on rating scales,
or scores on tests, rather than responses to questionnaire items.

2These composites are generally described briefly at the point in the report

vhere their yse in data analysis is reported. Some are described in somewhat
more detail in Appendix B.
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items dealing with the same general area, rather than using tl« individual
itews themseives, has at least two 1dvantages. First, the composite (a

weighted or unweighted sum of several items) is likely to be more reliable
than any of the individual items; and second, using a composite often makes

the findings more comy.rehensible and easier to interpret.

When a composite is to be developed, it 1s necessary to decide whether
1t should be done on an a priori basis or empirically. A wide variety of
statistical methodologies exist for developing ccmposites empirically (e.g.,
multiple regression, multiple discriminant analysis, factor analysis), but
in a study such as the present one there are sound arguments against each of
them.1 A priori composites have the advantages of greater comprehensi-
bil’ty, convenience, and credibility, and they have an additional advantage
in that they make better use of available data, since they do not require a
set-aside subhsample. Thus, this approach, rath.r than a more empirically
driven one, was adopted for developing most r: the composites presented in

this report.

2H H. SCORING OF IESTS

Because the present study is self-contained, incorporating its own

control variables, it is not dependent on published norms in order to

1some of the difficulties with using empirical composites in the present

context are as follows. Many of the multivariate approaches, such as multiple

¢ ‘scriminant analysis, typically yleld composites which are not readily
understandable, and this is particularly true when, as is often the case, the
composites turn out to be bipolar fuuctions. Also, scme of the multivariate
procedures require a well defined, well measured, and appropriate external
criterinn, but one may not be available, or it may be focused on just one of
several potential! uces of the composite. Moreover, in the case of statistical
rrocedures, such as multiple 1egression, multiple discriminant analysis,
canonical correlaiicn, and other muitivariate procedures involving some form of
correlation, capitalization on chance may significantly distort findings unless
the composite is determined ¢» the basis of a suhsample which 18 then excluded
from subsequent research utili_ing the composite. With a priori composites this
problem, with the coacomitant reduction /- the number of casss available for use
irn the main body of the research, does no* occur.
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evaluate results. This gives us the liberty to rwodify the scoring
procedures used by the test publishers in standardizing their tests where we
have reason to believe that the modification may increase the validity and
usefulness of the results. We “ave taken advantage of this circumstance to
make some minor, .ut we think useful, changes. It should be noted that
implementing these changes will not impair the results in any way, since in
addition to obtaining scores by the modified procedures we have also
obtained the conventional set of rights scores These latter will serve a
ugseful purpose, in that they will make it possible to use publishers' norms.

|

KINDS OF SCORES

Both the Stanford Achievement Tests (SAT) and the Raven Progressive
Matrices are norually given scores equal to the number of items answered
correctly (hereafter referred to as "rights scorzs”); among items not
answered correctly, no distin:tion is made between omitted items and items
answered incorrectly. This mode of scoring a multipie-choice test assumes
that every student answers every item. When that assumption does not hold,
the child who omits items if he or she is uncertain of the answer is
penalized inequitably; the child who makes a guess on all such items will
probably get about a third of them right purely by chance 1f they are
three~choice itams, a fourth if they are four-choice items, etc., while the
child who omits deprives himself of this advantage. One way of handling
this problem is to "correct”™ the rights scores for omitted items by adding
to the gcore the estimated number of items the child would have gotten right
by chance had he made a guess rather than omitting the itam. We choose to

c¢all the score obtained this way the "ad justed score.”

In our judgment using ad justed scores 18 superior to using rights
scores. To express this judgment in somewhat more technical terms, adjusted
scores tend to give a more valid indication of the student's level of
knowledge or ability than do rights scores. If none of the examinees omits
any items, it makes no difference which mode of scoring is used, because the
rights score and the ad justed score are exactly equal; but to the extent
that children differ in their tendency to omit items when they do not know
the answer, it can make a big difference. Because using ad justed uscores

instead of rights scores has no effect (and therefore can have no 111

U
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erfect) when no items have heen omitted, and because it can represent a

ma jor improvement--an incresse in fairness--wi.ea items have been omitted by
some children while other children have answered every item, whether they
know the answer or not, we decided to use ad justed scores as the principal
scores for both the Stanford Achievement Tests and the Raven. However, as
indicated above, we decided to also make a record of the rights scores, to

permit comparison with the norms developed by the author or publisher.

As has been implied, rights scores have been used as the basis for norms
and other statistics provided by the test publishers or authors. Those who
prefer rights scores base their preference on the belief that in scoring
tests by hand it is easier to obtain rights scores than ad justed scores, and
that on theoretical grounds it does not make much difference which kind of
score is used since the correlation between them is typically very high.
However, in the present case all scoring is done by computer, and even when
the correlation between rights and ad justed scores are very high, there are
still likely to be some children who omit large num“ers of items, which can
substantially distort the results not only for the children affected but for
1research analysec that include these scores. Thus in subsequent chapters
and in subsequent years when we report data involving test results, those

data, except where indicated to the contrary, will be ad justed score data.

SETS OF VARIABLES SCORED

As was shown in Table 2.9, there is a slight dif ference between the list
of tests from the Primary 1 SAT battery that are included in t.e study and
the corresponding lists from the other four levels--Primary 2, Primary 3,
Intermediate 1, and Intermediate 2. In the latter four levels the following

tests are used:

Vocabulary

Reading comprehension
Concepts of number
Math computation
Math applications

In the Primary 1 battery, on the other hand, the last two of these five

areas are combined in a single test, "Mathematics Computation and
Applications.” To facilitate comparison of results from grade to grade, we

.
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have scored the 22 Primary 1 computation items and the 23 applicativons items
separately as well as together; and in the other four batteries we have
obtained a combined score for these two tests as well as scoring them

separately.

For somewhat similar reasons we have also slightly expanded the set of
scores obtained for the Raven. The Raven Standard Progressive Matrices
(SPM), which is given in grade 3, consists of five sets of 12 items
each--Sets A, B, C, D, E--Set A being the easiest and Set E the most
difficult. The Coloured Progressive Matrices (CPM), given in grade 1,
consists of three sets of 12 items each--Sets A, AB, and B. Sets A and B
are identical to the like-named sets in the SPM except that in the CPM the
items are colored. Since the sole function of the coloring is to serve as

an attention-grabber for the very small children for whom the CPM is
separate gcores for A+B in both the CPM and the SPM. The purpose is to
facilitate direct comparison between grades 1 and 3 on an identical set of
Raven items.

Table 2.11 summarizes the scores obtained and other miscellaneous

information about the Ra n and SAT tests.

3 I. IMPLEMENTATION IN YEAR 1

During the first year of the study at least four visits were made to the
18 school districts. The first visit took place in the fall of 1984. 1Its
purpose was to familiarize schcol principals and staff with the study, to
compile rosters of the study students, to identify teachers and support
staff working with study students at each school, and, where required, to
send home parent permission forms. Following the initial visit, three other
visits were made to ali 86 participating schools to collect data. These
vigsits were in the fall, winter, and spring.

intended, and since the colors provide no clue to the answers, we obtained !
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evement Tests used in Year 1

Total

Total (English + Math)

Kinds of No. of
Score Options
Obtained* Per Iten

Number of Items
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12
36

24
36
60

2

35
40
75

34
38
36
74
108

183

Primaty Primary Primary

3

38
50
98

14
42
18
80

114

(28]
-
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*Code for "kind of score”
A = No. of {items attempted
R = Yo. of {tems right
I = adjusted score

TABLE 2.11. Miscellaneous information about Raven Progressive Matrices
and Stamiord Achi
Raven Progressive Matrices
Coloured (CPM)
Sets A + B
Set AB
Total (A + AB +B)
Standard (SPM)
Sets A + B
' Sets C + D + E
Total (A+ B+ C + D + E)
Stanford Achievement Test
English
Vocahulary
Reading Comprehension
. Total
Math
Concepts of number
Computation 5
Applications
Computation + Applications
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2I.1 FIELD OPERATIONS

Field work in each of the study's 18 school districts was the
responsibility of a team leader who was assigned to one or more of the study
sites. The team leaders are senior-level, full-time Development Associates
employees or consultants with extensive experience conducting educational
research with LM-LEP students in elementary schools. They handled all
communications with the district and local school officials, as welil as
locating, hiring, and supervising local professional and paraprofessional
data collectors. Up to nine local professionals per site were employed
during the fall. Their primary responsibility was to assist the team leader
throughout the data collection process in updating the student and teacher
rosters and in gathering the teacher data. Paraprofessionals were generally
alides or clerical staff at the study schools. They were employed mainly to
assist in the collection of student background information from school

records, and to help send out and keep track of parent questionnairas.

The fall data collection visits by the team leaders and data collectors
took place between early October and late December. The fall data collec-
tion required an average of two weeks per school district. The winter site
visits were conducted in late January and early February with data collection
teams spending an average of one week per school district. The spring round
of site visits to all 18 participating districts began in mid-April, and was

completed by early June; approximately two weeks were spent at each site.

The primary tasks of the fall data collection were to confirm which
students were to participate in the study, to collect baseline measures, and
to collect initial descriptions of student instructional treatments. More
difficulties were encountered in determining which students were to partici-
pate in the study than expected. Many schools do not complete the process
of designating which students are and are not LM-LEP until well into the
school year; frequently preliminary derignations are made which are altered
on the bosis of further testing and classroom performance during the first
two or three months of school. As a result, fall data collection was
completed on the basis of the best informaticn available through the

schools. However, additions and deletions to the study's student sample

were made through the end of the winter data collectipn on the basis of
school-based reclassification decisions. ;
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More specifically, the data collected in the fall included: ratings of
students' oral proficiency in English and their native language, information
about students' parental and home characteristics, and descriptions of the
instructional treatments each student received. In addition, measures of
academic aptitude (using the Raven Progressiv: Matrices) and of academic
performance (using the Stanford Achievement Test) were obtained from third-
grade students. During the winter visit, a second description of the
instruction being received by each student was obtained, as was the baseline
measure of academic aptitude for first-graders. The spring data collection
included: a third description of each student's instructional treatment,
the administration of the Stanford Achievement Tests to all study students,
and teacher ratings of each students' academic performance in English and
math. In addition, data were collected on the salient characteristics and
practices of each study schcol and on the background and approach of each of
the students' teachers. A more detailed description of the administration
of the study's data collection instruments is provided for interested

readers in Appendix C of this report.

In sum, all essential aspects of the first year of field operations were
carried out in accordance with the study's plans, and the data from Year 1
needed to implement the analytic plan were successfully obtained. There
were, of course, changes in detail, and in retrospect the burden on some
schools and teachers and on all the data collection staff, especially during
the fall site visit, was substantially greater than anticipated. Neverthe-
less, and despite some taxing moments, all sch»>ols continued with the study
throughout the year, and all which continue to have study students enrolled

are fully participating in Year 2.

21.2  CONTENDING WITH STUDENT MOBILITY

It was known from the outset that many LM-LEP students are quite
mobile. This student population includes children of migrant farm laborers,

recent immigrants, and other low income families who change places of

residence a g 2at deal. Also included, however, are rather large numbers of
quite stable families, and data from the Descriptive Study indicated the
LM-LEP students in the Longitudinal Study's schools might not be as

transient as we had feared.

~—
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Nevertheless, the plan provided for tracing students who moved out of
the original 86 schools, and for trying to gather data about the type of
instruction they receive and tleir academic performance in their new
schools. Staff in the study's schools were provided with pre-stamped and
addressed postcards which they were asked to complete and return whenever a
student in the study transferred from their school. The cards provided the
name and address of the school to which the student was transferring. 1In
addition, during the winter and spring data co.lections the field staff
attempted, on a more personai basis, to determine where each student no

longer enrolled at a study school had gore.

By fall of Year 2, approximately 12 percent of the LM-LEP students were
no longer in the original school districts. Indeed, by the spring of the
study's first year, students from the original 86 schools had transferred to
434 additional schools somewhere within the U.S. which we could specifically
identify, and an unknown number of other schools as well. By the fall of
Year 2, students in the study were known to be in 586 schools within the
original 18 study school districts, with 113 of those schccls having nine
study students or more. These 113 schools are being visited and otherwise
fully incorporated in the study in Year 2. Table 2.12 summarizes the number
of students ever in the study, the number active in spring 1985, and the
number active in the 113 visited Year 2 schools.

Following spring data collection, contact was ‘ade with the schools then
enrolling students from original study schools for whom we had two of the
three following baseline measures: SOPR scores, a Raven score, and SAT
scores. There were only 188 suc students, all of whom were third-graders.
The principr.ls of the schools enrolling these students were asked to have
the transferred student's main classroom teacher complete a brief question-
naire providing basic information on the type of instruction provided to the
child and rating the child's performance in reading and math. Data were

returned on only 47 (25 percent) of these studen:s.
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TABLE 2.12. Student mobility during Year 1

Spring 1985: Fall 1985:
In 86 Original In Main
Ever in Study Schools Study Schools?
No. of No. of No. of
Grade Students Students Percentageb Students Percentq&gh
LEP 1 5,541 4,839 87.3% 4,568 82.4%
3 4,222 3,748 88.8 3,485 82.5
Total LEP 9,763 8,587 88.0 8,053 82.5
EP/LIS 1 997 885 88.8 780 78.2
3 895 831 22.8 718 80.2
Total EP/LIS 1,892 1,716 90.7 1,498 79.2
EP/Comp 1 553 485 87.7 443 80.1
3 553 489 88.4 419 75.8
Total EP/Comp 1,106 974 88.1 862 77.9
Total 12,761 11,277 88. 4% 10,413 81.7%¢

There were 113 main study schools in Fall 1985. These were schools located
within one of the study's 18 school distrizts which enrolled 9 or more study
students in September 1985.

bPercentages are based on the number of students ever in the study.

CAn additional 782 students were known to be enrolled in other schools in the
18 study school districts (for total of 11,195 or 87.72 of those ever in the
study). During Year 2 a limited amount of data is being collected about these
students.

77
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COMPLETENESS OF YEAR 1 DATA

Determining appropriate response rates for the various data collection
instruments used during Year 1 1s complex. As has been discussed, the
student sample was somewhat in flux through the winter data collection.
Consequently, some data were collected on students who were subsequently
determined to be outside the proper scope of the study; conversely, it was
necessary to make special provisions to collect data on students added to
the sample after the planned use of an instrument was done. The factor of
student mobility complicates the matter further. At the time of spring data
collection there were many students no longer at the original 86 study
schools from whom no data could be obtained, although some of these students
were in known schools and others may well return to their original school
and thus for some purposes are potentially still in the study. A final
important consideration is the unit of analysis to be used. The instruc-
tional variables most central to the study were provided on each student by
one or more of a student's teachers, with teachers having widely varying
numbers of students about whom they were to respond. Thus, the failure to
obttain data from a single teacher can adversely affect the analyses possible
for from one to 50 students; and, therefore, the most relevant data response
unit 1s not the number of teachers successfully contacted, but the number of

students about whom data were obtained.

Table 2.13 presents the number of student-level data collection
instruments obtained during Year 1. 1In preparing the table we elected not
to present "response rates,” but rather to provide two potentially useful
bases on which rates could be computed, if desired: the number of students
ever legitimately in the study and the number enrolled in the original 86
study schools at the time of data collection in spring 1985. The important
analytic issue for this study, however, is the number of respondents in

particular categories, not the percentage of responses obtained.

If for some reason percentages are calculated using the data in Table
2.13, it should be noted that using the "ever-in-study” numbers as a basis
may result in including students in the denominator who were not enrolled in

study schools at the time of data collection and, therefore, for whom no
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data could have been collected.1 Some of these students probably will,
however, return to their home schools and thus reenter the study. On the
other hand, using the “"spring 1985" numbers as a basis may result in
including in the numerator responses for students who were not enrolled in

the original study schools in the spring.

The number of completed Stanford Achievement Tests (SAT) deserves a
special note. During the design of the study it became apparent that
officials in some of the study's school districts would require that their
teachers be given an opportunity to exclude students from SAT testing in
Year 1 of the study who the teachers believed knew little or no English.
These officials believed that forcing non-English-speaking elementary school
students to take an examination in English serves no useful purpose and
might do the students psychological harm. As a result, our analysis plans
were made assuming we would be prohibited from testing many such students,
but our data collection efforts included trying to pursuade all teachers to

permit all of their students to take the tests.

As indicated in Table 2.13, the number of completed SATs from the fall
testing of third-graders ranged from 66 percent of those ever in the study
for the English Vocabulary subtest to 74 percent for the Concepts of Number
subtest. In the spring, the percentage tested of those students still in the
study's schools ranged from 62 percent (Vocabulary subtest) to 86 percent
(Computation and Applications subtest) for first-graders and from 78 percent
(Vocabulary subtest) to 92 percent (Computation subtest) for third-graders.
As these data show, most students completed all of the study's SAT subtests,
but many students were excused from some subtests and not from others.
Because the excused students were presumably those with the lowest ability

in English and cthus of particular interest to the study, an assessment was

Iror example, a completed student performance record was sought from teachers

only about students in the original study schools in the spring, and thus for
most purposes the appropriate response rate would be 94.5 percent (using the
number of students in the original schools in the spring), even though forms were
obtained on only 83.5 percent of the students who were ever in the study.
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TABLE 2.13. Response coverage at the student level for key instruments used during year 1

. Number in 86
Instrument Unit of Analysis M; :i“ in Original School- :'.'b“ of
tudy in Spring '85 sponses
Grade 1] Grade 3] Crade 1] Grade 3 | Crade 1} Grade 3
1. Raven Progressive matrices All Ztudents 7091 5670 6202 5068 5873 4017
2. SOPR:English LM-LEP students 5541 4222 4839 3748 4612 3568
3. SOPR:Native Language LM-LEP students 5541 4222 4839 3748 4182 3129
4. Parent /Home Questionnaire LN-LEP students 5541 4222 4839 3748 4621 3556
5. Stanford Achievement Tests (Fall 1984):%
e Vocabulary All 3rd graders -— 5670 -— 5068 -— 3746
o Reading All 3rd graders -— 5670 - 5068 -— 3835
e Concepts of No. All 3rd graders -— 5670 — 5068 -— 4204
e Computation All 3rd graders - 5670 - 5068 -_— 4118
e Application All 3rd graders -— 5670 - 3068 -— 4118
6. Stanford Achievement Te-ts (Spring 1985):%
e Vocabulary All students 709 5670 6209 5068 3837 3931
* e Reading All students 7091 5670 6209 5068 4155 4195
e Concepts of No. All students 7091 5670 6209 5068 5213 4566
e Computation and Applic. All 1st graders 7091 - 6209 - 5312 -_—
e Computation All 3rd graders -— 5670 -— 5068 - 4633
e Application All 3rd graders -_— 5670 -— 3068 -— 4190
1. Student Performance Record All students 7091 5670 6209 5068 5906 4745
8. Student Instructional Record All students 7091 5670 6209 35068 6785 5481
9. Instructional Staff Questionnaire All students 7091 5670 6209 5068 6680 5366

ASome teach:rs who assessed their students as knowing virtually no English refused to allow their students to be tested; those students for wvhm
other data confirm the teacher judgment will be assigned randomized chance scorcs for some analyses.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

97

L




S
2-47

made of the representivity of the data which were obtained. Essentially,
that assessment showed that there were large enough numbers of students
tested in all language proficiency and service cluster ~ategories to make

the comparisons called for i . the study's analytic plan.

2J J. GENERALIZING FR.M STUDY RESULTS

If the findings of a research study are descrip*ive of just the children
on whom they are based and are not generalizable in any way to the larger
population beyond, the researcl 1s not particularly useful. Thus, it is
important to assess the extent and manner in which it will be possible to
generalize from the outcomes of the present study. To address this issue it
18 necessary to distinguish beirween a "normative study,” such as the

Descriptive Study, and the preseat Longitudinal Study whose primary purpose
in somewhat different ways.

In a normative study the prima:y purpose i{s to describe the population
as a whole. Although occasionally some relationships may be highlighted by
a cross-tabulation, it is not the tsual pructice to focus on micro-segmonts
of the overall population. In a relational study, on the other hand, the
focus may be on many very small and relatively homogenc.ous groups of stu-
dents. To Jeneralize within these nomogeneous groups is not only feasible
but for many purposes more useful, because the results yielded on the smaller
but more homogeneous groups are more sharply focused than generalizations to

the population as a waole,

Because the Descriptive Study was essentially "normative,” it was
essentia’ that the sample oa which it was based qualify as a true
probability sample--which it was. Thus, after proper weighting of its
cases, it ylelded distributional data which could be inferred to apply to
the LM-LEP populatior in the nation as a whole. Furthermore, results based
on any segment of the sample were generalizable to the larger population

corresponding to the segment. But the Descriptive Study could not indicate

' is to discover relationships. Eazh provides a tasis for generalization, but
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vhich methods of teaching LM-LEP students worked best over several years'
time--and on which categories of such students each method worked--because
ic was not a longitudingl study and that was not its purpose. The outcomes
of the present study, on the other hand, will, it {s hcped, reveal what
fnstructional methods work for various specific and relatively homogeneous

segments of the LM-LEP pop\ .ation.

That i{s, the present study is basically "relational.” TIts purpose is
not the development of distributions or norms but the determination of
relationships (e.g. the relationship between the nature of the student's
native language and the effectiveness of a specific cluster), and to answer
such questions as: What methods are effective for high-ability LM-LEP
students from middle-class backgrounds whose native language is Spanish”
Or, vhat methods wurk for Asian students who are very recert arrivals in
this country? Generally, the more specific the segments of the sample, the
more useful the results will be, and it is our plan to study segments which
are as specific as the limitations imposed by numbers of cases available
will permit. It will then be possible for users--e.g., specific school
districts and specific schools--to apply specific results tc the corres-
ponding sagments of their student bodies. They can find out what instruc-
tional methods work well for students who are most like theirs. This
information should be usgeful, for example, in de iding what service clusters
should be offered in a particr.ar district or school. And in schools whose
fiascal and human resource~ are sufficient to permit offering more than one

cluster, the study's fiadings should help to assign students optimally.

Within ceztain constraints it will also be possible to make nationwide
generaliza*ions on the basis of the study's findings, even those from what

may at first appear to be a lot of small, fairly homogeneous nogulation
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groups.1 Through some reanalyses of the Descriptive Study data it 1is
possible to tell what proportion of the LM-LEP pop.lation is represented by
each of .ie segments into which the study's data have been split. The
segments can then be weighted appropriately and the findings combined on
them to get a pizture of the overall situation nationwide. 1In other words,
even though the Longitudinal Study sample is not, strictl® speaking, a
probability sample of LM-LEP students3, we shall be able to capitalize on the
fact that the Descriptive Study sample was. Using distributio--1 and other
data from that study we shall be able to recombine the various segments of

the Longitudinal Study sample to synthesize a true probability sample.

Thus, for instance, we shall be able to determine not only how the
service clusters are distributed nationwide but also whether any particular
cluster is overwhelmingly superior to competing approaches. This may not
turn out to be the case, of course; and if it does not we shall be able to
describe the gituations in which one cluster is superior to another and the
situations in which different clusters work equally well. The important
point overall, however, is that the findings of the Longitudinal Study will
be gencralizable in ways tt} t will help local schools best tailor their
instruction and in ways that will be useful to those concerned about policy

and practice at the national level.

!

lmhe Longitudinal Study's sample was limited to school districts with over 200
iM-LEP students altogether in grade 1 or grade 3, and to schools within such
districts with 10 or more LM-LEP students in chese grades combined. Thus,

‘..2tly speaking, generalizations should be limited to those types of schools and
i{stricts--i.e., schools in districts with relatively large numbers of LM-LEP
students in elementary school grades. However, such districts include an
estimated 75 percent >f all first and third grade LM-LEP elementary school students
nationwide. Moreover, although the Descriptive Study data indicate that school
districts with few LM-LEP students of fer service cluster types D, E and F almost
exclusively, these cluste s are well represented in the Longitudinal Study, and,

at this point, we see no reason why the study's results should not apply equally
well to such clusters in those schools.
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Chapter 3. HOME AND PARENT CHARACTERISTICSl

3A A. INTRODUCTION

The focu, f the Longitudinal Study i1s on special services provided by
schools to LM~LEP students and on the academic outcomes of those services.
The design of the study includes the assumption, however, that the home
environments from which students come can also significantly affect academic
outcomes. Thus, it was considered to be important to collect data
concerning home environments both to examine the independent effects of home
and parent variables on academic outcom2s and to study the interaction of

those variables with effects related to school services.

The data for this chapter come from the Parent Questionnzire which was
sent home with all LM~LEP students in the study. The results are based on
the 8177 responses to the questionnaire, which represent approximately 85

percent of the LM-LEP students ever active in the study.2

3B B. FAMILY BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS

Family structure, parents' educational levels, and socioceconomic status
have all been shown to be reiated to academic achievement (Laosa, 19870:
Laosa, 1984; Brown, 1980: Carter & Segura, 1979; Duran, 1983; Henderson,
1981; Lambert, 1977; National Center for Education Statistics, 1978;

Rosenthal, Baker, & Ginsberg, 1983). Therefore, a number of questions were

lAbbreviations and other special terms used in this study are defined in the
glossary in Appendix A.

Mo st parents rere provided with two versions of the Parent Ouestionnaire, one in
English and one in their native language. There were some impre:isions, however,
in the Chinese translation of the Questionnair.. Fcr a few items, therefore, re-
sults for Chinese language parents appeared to be unreliab’#. and are not presented
in t .s chapter. Chinese language parents in selected sites are being resurveyed
in Year 2, so the results for Chinese language par~nzs way be slightly different in
subsequent reports.
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asked about the parents or guardians of LM-LEP students as well as other
family members.

Respondents were asked to identify and describe the mother or main
female guardian of the student, and also the father or main male guardian.
In a number of cases, respondents reported the absence of male or female
guardians in the household. Table .1 shows the pattern of parental or
guardian presence for the three groups of LM-LEP students: Spanish native
lenguage students, Chinese native language students, and others. As can be
seen, 21-22 percent of the LM-LEP students in the study came from homes
nissing either a male or female guardian. Spanish language students were

more 1lik ly than others to live in a home without a male guardian.

TABLE 3.1. Presence of female and male parents or
guardians in households of LM-LEP students
Male and Female Male
LM-LEP Group N Female Guardians Guardian Only Guardian Only Total
Grade 1
Spanish 3727 76% 227 27 100%
Chinese 201 89 10 1 100
Other 515 84 14 2 100
Total 4443 78 21 1 100
Grade 3
Spanish 2862 ez 21% 1z 1007
Cuinesge 207 84 15 1 100
Other 364 81 16 3 100
Total 3433 79 20 1 100

Respondents were also asked to indicate the level of education of the
female and male guardians. As Table 3.2 indicates, fathers had completed

more grades of schooling than had mothers, especially in the case of
students with native languages other than Spanish.
Q ' E;T
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TABLE 3.2. Mean years of education of mothers and
fathers of LM-LEP students
Mothers Fathers

IM~-LEP Group Meen® N Mean® N
Grade 1

Spanish 7.1 3484 7.4 2697

Chinese 6.6 194 8.0 173

Other 7.4 489 8.6 416

Total 7.1 4167 7.6 3286
Grade 3

Spanish 6.6 2704 7.1 2125

Chinese 6.1 189 7.8 167

Other 7.0 337 8.2 284

Total 6.6 3230 7.3 2576
*If sore than 13 years, a value of 14 years is included in the mean.

The education levels of parents were included as part of a broader com~
posite nf family socioeconomic status. The composite also contained a
simple measure of occupatidhal status (see Appendix B - Section 2), which
was coded on a 1-5 scale designed for this study. The highest status
occupation of the mother or father was combined with the mean educational
level of parents to produce a scale ranging from 3 to 29. (Tha two
components were combined with approximately equal weights). The number of
households with sociceconomic status scores was limited, however, be.ause
gsome parents did not answer this item, and some families had no one wo’ king
outside the home. (These families d_d not receive ratings.) The mean
socioeconomic composite score for vailous LM~LEP subgroups is shown in Tatle
3.3. The results indicate that the Spanish language students came from the

lowest status families, the Chinese language students were in the middle,
and the other language group came from the highest status families.
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TABLE 3.3. Socioeconomic composite scores for
families of LM~LEP students
. Standard
IM-LEP Group Mean Deviation N
Grade 1
Spanish 13.9 S.1 1954
Chinese 14.7 5.8 123
Other 17.0 6.0 282
Total 14.3 5.3 2359
Grade 3
Spani sh 13.5 5.C 1494
Chinese 14.4 5.3 100
Other 15.9 6.2 192
Total 13.8 5.2 1786
*The range of this composite was from 3 to 29. It was based on the mean edu-
cational level of the parents and the highest status occupation of the parents
who worked outside the home. A more complete description of the composite is
provided in Appendix B.

3c C. HOME LANGU'GE VSE

The extent of English versus native language usage in the classroom
constitutes one of the major variables in the Longitudinal Study. The
effectiveness of various instructional approaches, however, may depend upon
the vattern of language usage in the homes of LM~LEP students (McLaughlin,
1981; Laosa, 1979; Laosa, 1982a). Parents who do not speak English in the
hom do nct reinforce Engiish skills learned in school, and may not be able
to help with homework. A nur ber of questions were therefore asked about
home tanguage usage. ,

Q 85)
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Kespondents were asked which languages were used by the mother or female
guardian in the home, and by the father or male guardian. The responses
were combined to create three categories of language use by parents: 1) one
or more non-English languages, but not English; 2) English and at least one
other language; and 3) English oaly. The breakdown of these categories for
various LM-LEP subgroups is shown in Table 3.4. The Chinese language group
was most likely to use only the native language in the home (86 percent, as
opposed to 67 percent for Spanish language parents, and 56 percent for the
other language group). In comparison to other groups, the other language
group was most lixely to use English. However, the majority of families in

each group only used a non-English language in their home.

TABLE 3.%. Languages used in the home by parents of LM=LEP gtudeats
Non-English English and English
N ___0Only Non-English Only Total
Grade 1
Spanish 3668 67% 32% 1% 1007
Chinese 200 86 14 0 10G
Other 504 56 39 5 100
Total 4372 66 32 2 100
Grade 3
Spanish 2825 692 30% 1% 1002
Chinese 199 38 12 0 100
Other 355 52 42 6 100
Total 3379 68 30 2 100

l LM-LEP Group
l Respondents were also asked whether English and other language news-
papers and magazines were received in the home. Although elementary
. students may not read newspapers or magazines, the presence of such material
may provide additional evidence of parental behaviors and attitudes relating
u
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TABLE 3.5. Percentage of IM-LEP students' homes receiving
English and other language newspapers and magazines

Percentage of homes receiving...
English language English language Other language Other language

newspapers ___magazines newspapers magazines
LM-LEP Group 2 Ly z N2 3 N2 .3 Ly
Grade 1
Spanish 407 3542 372 3408 33t 3418 337 3393
Otherb 42 482 39 482 38 483 29 472
Grade 3
Spanish 417 2629 387 2597 st 2618 337 2592
Otherb 48 355 36 352 34 351 26 345

4N = number of cases for which this information was available.

bOthe:' than Spanish or Chinese.

to language use. Table 3.5 shows that there were relatively small
differences between the Spanish language and other language groups. This
item was imprecisely translated on the Chinese parent questionnaire, and

thus the results for the Chinese language group are omitted.

Television viewing by LM-LEP students of English and native language
programs also provide evidence of home language exposure. Table 3.6 shows
the mean number of hours per week which LM-LEP students were reported to
have spent watching television programs in English and the native language.
The other language group was less likely to watch programs in their native
language; this difference may well be due to the lack of availability of

such programs.
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TABLE 3.6. Television viewing by LM~-LEP studeats of
programs in English and the native language
English Native language
Mean hours Mean hours
LM~LEP Group per week N per week N
Grade 1
Spanish 9.1 3674 2.9 3679
Chinese 11.5 185 3.0 186
Other 11.2 491 1.1 490
Total 9.4 4350 2.7 4355
Grade 3
Spanish 9.4 2787 3.0 2798
Chinese 9.5 177 3.8 179
Other 11.7 349 1.2 349
Total 9.7 3313 2.8 3326
3D D. PARENTS' INTEREST IN EDUCATION

There 1s considerable evidence to suggest that parents' interest and
involvement in education can affect the academic ovtcomes of tleir children
(Gore, 1974; Kjolseth, 1972; Cervantes, 1978; Cervantes, Baca, & Torres,
1979). Therefore, a series of questions was asked relating to parent

involvement.

The most direct question asked parerts to indicate how frequently the LM-
LEP student talked to grown-ups in the family about what happens in school.
The responses are shown in Table 3.7. Spanish language parents ..ported a

higher fre uerncy of conversations, while Chinese language parents reported a

relatively lower frequency. Overall, 80 percent of parents rep.rted
discussing school with LM-LEP students "almost every day.”

Q E’E
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The academic orientation of a family can also be inferred from typical
activities in a8 household. Parents with high educational expe:tations may
require that children spend more time on homework, may read more to their
children, or may encourage more reading. Table 3.8 shows the mean number of
hours per week which parents reported that their LM-LEP children spent doing
homework, reading (other than homework), and being read to. Spanish
language students were reported to spend fewer hours on homework and other

reading than were other LM-LEP students.

TABLE 3.7. Frequency of discussions about school
between LM~LEP students and their parents
Frequency of discussion
Tess than One to three Almo st
IM-LEP Group N rve a week times a week every day Total
Grade 1
Spanish 3758 > 112 862 100%
Chinese 196 17 26 57 100
Other 513 9 17 74 100
Total 4467 4 12 84 100
Grade 2
Spanish 2865 5% 13% 822 1002
Chinese 193 24 34 42 100
Other 368 9 21 70 100
Total 3426 6 15 79 100
3
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TABLE 3.8. Mean hours per week spent by LM-LEP students doing
homework, reading (other than homework), and being read to
Doing homework Reading Being read to
Mean Mean Mean
LM-LEP Group hours N hours N hours N
Grade 1
Spanish 4.5 3686 1.5 3683 1.8 3679
Chinese 6.6 186 3.1 185 1.7 186
Other 5.6 490 2.8 491 2.5 488
Total 4.7 4562 1.7 4359 1.9 4353
Grade 3 )
Spanish 5.1 2799 1.8 2808 1.6 2804
Chinese | 7.0 180 3.4 180 1.4 177
Other 6.4 349 3.7 350 2.0 343
Total 5.4 " 3328 2.1 3338 1.6 3324

Finally, the academic orientation of a family may be reflected in the ex-
pectations whicn parents have for the amount of schooling which the child
will probably complete. The parents’ educational expectations for LM-LEP
students are shown in Table 3.9. The pattern on this vari:ble was complex.
In general, the parente of approximatei; 50 percent of LM~LEP students
expected their children to go on to college. Parents of Spanish language
students generally had the lowest expectations. Parents of Chinese language
students had a mixture of both very high and very low expectations, while
parents of other langnage students had medium to high expectations.
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TABLE 3.9. Parents' educational expectations for LM-LEP students

Ith grade High school Post-high-school
LM-LEP Group N or less _graduate vocational school College Total

Grade 1
Spanish 3308 6% 332 112 50% 100%
Chinese 181 16 4 5 75 100
Other 473 4 24 8 64 100
Total 3962 6 31 10 53 100

Grade 3

Chinese 176 26 3 8 63 100
Other 350 9 21 8 62 100

Total 3104 8 31 12 49 100

3E E. RELATIONSHIPS AMONG HOME AND PARENT CHARACTERISTICS

In order to examine the relationships among home and parent characteris-

tics, a matrix of correlations was computed for seven variables:
1. PFamily So.ioeconomic Status--a composite of education level and
occupationsl status of the parents;

2. Family Sizas--the total number of persons living in the household of
the student;

3. Home English Use--languages used in the home by parents: 1 = no
English, 2 = English and o*.er, 3 = English only;

4. Discussions About School--frzyuency of discussions between child and

parents: 1 = less tlan once a week, 2 = one to three times a week,
3 = almost every day;

35
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5. Homework Hours--number of hours per week student was reported
spending on homework;

6. Reading Hours--number of hours per week student spent reading (other
than homework) or being read to; and

7. Educstional Expectations--the highest grade or level the parent
expected the child to reach: 1 = nipth grade or less, 2 = high
school graduate, 3 = post-high school vocational school, 4 = college.

Table 3.10 shows the correlations among these variables for 1irst
graders, vhile Table 3.11 shows the same correlations for third graders.
Family socioeconomic status correlated moderately with home English use and
educational expectations; also, homewori hours and reading hours were
moderately correlated. Otherwise, there were few meaningful relationships. ‘
The relationship between family socioeconomic status and home English use is !
further illustrated in Table 3.12. 1In general, families who used English in

the home had a higher socioeconomic status than those who did not.

Su
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TABLE 3.10. Correlations among selected home and parent
characteristics for first grade LM-LEP students®
Variable
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10 Family SES - -0149 0364 0068 0099 0105 0272
(1463) (2351) (2312) (2297) (2299) (2112)
2. Family Size -.149 - -.050 -.033 -.034 .020 -.104
(1463) (2385) (2446) (2419) (2419) (2239)
3. Home English Use .364 =-.050 -- .043 .040  .132 -.015
(2351) (2385) (4233) (4147) (4154) (3770)
4. Discussion About School .048 -.033 .043 -= .054 .068 .062
(2312) (2446) (4233) (4264) (4272) (3902)
S. Homework Hours .099 -.034 040 .054 - .393 .074
(2297) (2419) (4147) (4264) (4351) (3816)
6. Reading Hours .105 .020 .132 .068 .393 -- .091
(2299) (2419) (4154) (4272) (4351) (3823)
7. Education Expectations 272 -.1046 -.015 .062 .074 .091 -
(2112) (2239) (3770) (3902) (3816) (3823)
*correlations were calculated pairwise. The number of cases is presentad in
parentheses.
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TABLE 3.11. Correlations among selected home and parent
characteristics for third grade LM-LEP students*

Variable
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Family SES - -.186 «339 .C76 +165 «143 « 252
(1198) (1778) (1753) (1729) (1741) (1614)

2. Family Size -.186 - -.079 -.042 -.021 -.031 -.043
(1198) (2029) (2064) (2052) (2059) (1915)

3- Home English Use -339 -1079 - -062 1082 -156 -0026
(1778) (2029) (2258) (3169) (3185) (2952)

4. Discussions About School .076 -.042 <062 - «074 +062 .099
(1753) (2064) (3258) (3237) (3252) (3049)

5. Homework Hours «165 -.021 .082 .074 - .400 .116

|
1
1
i
i
i
1
|
l (1729) (2052) (3169) (3237) (3327) (2962)
1
1
1
1
i
E
i
1
|

6. Reading Hours -143 -0031 1156 .062 «400 - 1108
(1741) (2059) (3185) (3252) (3327) (2975)

7. Education Expectations 252 =-.043 -.026 .099 .116 .108 --
(1614) (1915) (2952) (3049) (2962) (2975)

*Correlations were calculated pairwise. The number of cases is presented in
parentheses.
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I
TABLE 3.12. Mean socioeconomic status ratings for families of LM~-LEP I
students with different patterns of home language use b
I
Mean |
Language Use in Socioeconomic Standard Number of I
the Home Status Rating Deviation Cases
Grade 1 - Cohort A
Native language only 12.9 5.0 1442 .
Native language and English 16.4 5.0 879 [
English only 20.4 o 4.2 30
Grade 3 - Cohort B
Native language only 12.5 4.9 1137
Native language and English 15.9 5.0 603
English only 17.9 4.4 38
3F F. SUMMARY

In this chapter, data were presentel concerning the parents and
households of LM-LEP students in the Longitudinal Study. Parent and home
characteristics will be available for use as control and predictor variables
in Year 2 and Year 3 academic outcome analyses, so this chapter serves to

describe some specific components of our analytic model.

In particular, the results indicate that there are meaningful langua~te
group differences on such factors as parental prasence, socioeconomic
status, language use in the home, parent-child conversations about school,
time spent on homework and reading, and parental expectations concerning the
child's eventual educational achievement. These differences emphasize the
importance of not assuming similarities among LM-LEP students from different

language groups, and the potenrial importance of parent and home variables

as predictors of academic outiomes.

33
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The data suggest that the Spanish language students in the Longitudinal
Study are more likely than other LM-LEP students to come from homes missing
a male guardian and to come from families of lower gsocioeconomic status.
Spanish language students were also reported to spend less time on homework
and other reading, and their parents had lower expectations about their
eventual academic achievement. All of these findings would appear to
suggest that Spanish language students might have lower academic achievement
than other LM-LEP groups.

On most variables, Chinese language students in the study come from
homes whose characteristics would be thought to lead to greater academic
achievement. However, parents of Chinese language students reported using
less English in the home than other LM-LEP groups, and also reported less
conversations about school. The pattern of results 1s thus quite complex,
so that in outcome analyses it will be important to consider these variables
while examining differences in outcomes related to different instructional

gervices.
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Chapter 4. STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS

4A A. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this chapter 1s to describe the students in the study in
terns of certain variables which are expected to relate to their acquisition
of English and to their ability to function successfully academically.
Factors such as age, length of time in the U.S., oral language proficiency
in English and in the native language, and academic aptitude are presented

and discussed, focusing primarily oq.the LM~LEP students in the sample.

4B B. DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

The time in the U.S. and age of LM-LEP students are demographic
characteristics that are of interest in the context of this study's goals.
LM-LEP students who differ in age and in length of time in the U.S. will
differ in their opportunities fcr exposure to English, one factor that can
affect English language acquisit’on. Students who have very recently
arrived in the U.S. will generally be proficient in their native language

but may not have had much exposure to Euglish.

Students who have been in the U.S. for a number of years are more likely
to have had at least some expcsure to English and to the American culture;
this familiarity with the language and the culture will generally provide
some advanta > to the student in learning English and in achieving academi-

c r, their level »f ability in their native laaguage will

l1Abbreviaticns and other special terms used in this study are defined ‘n the
glossary in Appendix A.
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probably be more variable than that of recent immigrants, of the same age
(Cummins, 1980; Genesee, 1978; Skutnabb-Kangas, 1979), and will depend on
the extent to which their experience in their home community and in other

situations involves use of the native language.

The mean number of years that students have been in the U.S. is
presented in Table 4.1 for students in the Spanish, Chinese, and other
language groups within each cohort. The similarity between fir t and third
grade students in this regard may be attributed to the difference in the
nature of the two samples. The grade 3 sample includes slightly more
students who have recently arrived in the U.S. and somewhat fewer students
who have been in the U.S. more than five years than does the grade 1
sample. Frequently, students who are classified as LM-LEP in the first
grade have been reclassified by the time they are in grade 3 and, therefore,

would not have been included in chr grade 3 sample.

The data in Table 4.1 also show that the Spanish language students in
the study had on the average been in the U.S. longer than have the other
students in the study. The Chinese language students, particularly at grade
3, were more iikely than students in either of the two other language groups
to have been in the U.S. for three years or less. As will be discussed
later, these data can be related to data on native language proficiency in
which the Chinese students were found to have generally higher levels of

native language proficiency.

Age may also be related to exposure to English; older children, e. 1f
in the U.S. for only a few years, are more likely to have come into contact
with English in school. Age is also a consideration w:ith regard to
placement in programs. In some school districts, when LM-LEP students are
placed in instructional programs, their level of ability in English rather
than their age determines the grade level at which they are placed. For
example, children may be placed in a program with students who are one or
two years younger so that they are better able to handle the requirements of
the classroom. Comparisons between English-proficient and LM-LEP students

or between language groups would be more complex if this were gererally the

16
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TABLE 4.1. LM-LEP atudenta' number of yeara in mainland U.S. by language group

Percentage of Students

’ More than Mean

Crade 1 0-1 Yeara 2-3 Years 4-5 Years 3 Yeats Jogal N Years

Spaniah 7.6 10.72 12.82 69.02 1002 3747 5.39

Chinease 17.1 19.2

Other 11.2 19.3

1M-LEP Overall 8.42 12.02
Crade 3

Spaniah 8.712 11,42

Chinese 22.5 24.0

Other 10.9 22.4

LH-LEP Overall .17 13.22
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TARLE 4.2. Mean age* of students

Grade 1 Grade 3
Mean Mean
Sample Group Age N Age N
LM-LEP students 6.79 5480 9.00 4192
EP/LIS 6.68 945 8.73 890
EP/Comp 6.76 543 8.85 548

*Age (in years) as of January 1985. The ages of students were
calculated to the neareet month.

case, since age corresponds to differences in cognitive developmental level
that would affect learning. As shown in Table 4.2, the nean ages for LM-LEP
students, EP-LIS, and EP/Comp students are quite similar, suggesting that
IM-LEP students tend to be placed in age-appropriate grace levels.

C. ORAL LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY

Dev2loping oral proficiency in English is an important part of becoming
a fully participating student in the classroom; also, oral proficiency can
serve as an important first step toward the development of ability in
reading and writing English (Ching, 1976; Goodman, Goodman, & Flores, 1979;
Gunther, 1980; Mace-Matluck, 1982, 1985; Thonis, 1976). It is therefore

important to have an estimate of students' level of oral proficiency in

English at entry into the inctructional services.
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Also important is information on the students' level of oral proficiency
in their native language, particularly for students who are placed in
instructional services in whichk at least some portion of instruction is

provided in the native language.

The measure of oral proficiency used in this study was the Student Oral
Proficiency Rating (SOPR) form. LM-LEP students were rated by teachers who
were proficient in the language being rated and who were zlso familiar with
the student's performance in the ianguage iu a range of classroom

situations.

Students were rated on a scale of 1 to 5 in five categories of oral
proficiency: comprehension, vocabulary, fluency, pronunciation, and
grammar. A rating of 1 indicated minimal or no proficiency in that
category, while a rating of 5 indicated ahility equivalent to that of a

monolingual speaker of the same age as the student being rated.

The SOPR is a slightly modified versiun of the SOLOM (Student Oral
Language Observation Matrix), an instrument used by the State of California
for measuring students' oral proriciency. Prior to its use in this study,
research cn the reliability and validity of the SOPR (Zehler, 1985) revealed
that ratings of two indepenaent raters were sub-<antially in agreement in
indicating the oral proficiency level of individual students. Also, scores
cn tha SOPR/COLOM were shown to be highly correlated with scores on the BSM
(Bi1lingual Syntax Measure) and on the LAS (Language Assessment Scales, I and
11).

In the fall of 1984, all LM-LEP students in the study were rated on
English and, where possible, on native language oral proficiency, bv a
teacher proficient in the language to ve rated whc had experience in
instructing the st:dent using that language. On the whole, the intercorrela-
tions of the ratings on the five categories of oral proficiercy (comprehen-
sion, vocabulary, fluency, pronunciation,and grammar) were high (ranging
from .76 to .96). For each student, these five separate gcores were summed
to obtain a total score ranging from 5 to 25, with 5 indicating minimal or

no proficiency at all in the language and 25 indicating a native speaker's

level of oral proficiency (ag-in, "native sﬁeaker" refers cto one who 13 of
the same age as the student being rated).
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Table 4.3 shows the intercorrelations acong the five English SOPR rating
scales and their total, and the corresponding values for the native language
SOPR. Also included in this table, for reasons explained in the next
paragraph, are correlations with the "Speaking” score, which is the sum nf

four of the five scales (all scales except the first, Comprehension).

Further data bearing on the relative usefulness of the five SOPR
individual scales and the total are provided in Chapter 8, in Tables 8-7a1
and 8.7b, which show the cross-correlations between SOPR ratings and scores
on the Stanford Achievement Test. Because intercorrelations zmong the
individual SOPR ratings were so high (see Table 4.3) the correlations of the
various SOPR ratings, and even total SOPR, with SAT tests were quite uniform.
For instance, for the SAT vocabulary test, the only SAT test with a direct
correspondence to a SOPR rating, the correlation pattern did not show any
particular match between the SOPR Vocabulary rating and the SAT Vocabulary

test even though both were intended to apply to oral vocabulary. It would

did not perceive a difference in the students' performance in the five
aspects of oral proficiency. But they did appear to make a distiaction, at
least on the English SOPR, be’ween four of the five aspects and a fifth,
specifically between students' ability to speak and ability to comprehend
speech by others. The intercorrelations among the four scales in the
Speaking composite ware systematically higher than the correlations of
Comprehension with each of the four. ‘This was true in both cohorts, and the

differences are unquestionably statistically significant~2 Therefore,

lpxtracted from Tables E.4a and E.4b (in Appendix E).

2By conservative estimate, the difference 13 significant at the .0001 level for
Cohort A and at the .00001 level for Cohort B. Significance was tested via
Fisher's r-to-z transformation; the estimate is conservetive because the standard
error of the difference in z values was computed ignoring (1) the fact that the 2z
values were from the same sample and therefore probably correlated, and (2) the
fact that the two z values compared were themselves averages. Each of these
considerations, if not ignored, would have the effect of reducing tne standard
error of the difference between z values and thus would show the difference to be
ev2an more significant.

appear from this and other evidence (to be discussed later) that mosc raters I
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TABLE 4.3. Intercorrelations among SOPR scalas aepacately by cohort and SOPR

Based on LM-LEP Students

SOPR

English
sopr®

Native
language
sopab

A 1 15%
B3 143
A 1 1827
B3 1514

SOPR Scale ———pComp. Speak Ely: YocabRion. GEAR.

Total

Cowprehension

Speaking

Fluency
Vocabulary

Pronunciation

Grammar

Total

Cowprehension

Speaking

Fluancy
Vocabulary

Pronunciation

Gzaxmar

Total

Comprehension

Speaking

Fluancy
Vocabulaty

Pronunciation

Graomar

Total

Comprahension

Speaking

Fluency
Vocabulary

Pronunciation

Grammar

CORRELATIONS

.927

.897

.930

914

<996

.983
.839

.996
.893

.995
.870

<951 .961

874 .860
-949 .964

<909

<940 938

812 .791
<942 945

.8€6

.958 .958

.881 .867
957 .960

«923

.951 .957

.853 .835
9350 .962

<936

814
<945

.843
.873

919

.761
.930

.829
.827

.791
.908

.815
.812

+948

.83
.952

".876

.897

<954

.841
+96L

.872
901
.89%

034

.787
<941

842
.859
.838

.938

.829
« 944

.868
.885
.804

.97

.778
.928

.828
.850
.835

3.66

.99
.98
.98
.95

S5ata extracted from Tables E.4a and t.4b (in Appendix E).
ata extracted from same pairvise matrix as Tasle 8.7b.

10¢
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4-8
although most nuse of the SOPR will probably be confined primarily to the
overall SOPR total, it will be supplemented, where appropriate, by the

Speaking composite and the Comprehension rating.

ORAL PROFICIENCY IN ENGLISH AND IN THE NATIVE LANGUAGE

In Table 4.4, the mean English and native language SOPR scores are
presented separately for first ard third grade students in the Spanish,
Chinese, and -ither language groups. The mean3 show a higher level of
English oral proficy :y for the grade 3 students than for the grade 1
students. A similar, although smaller, di{ference in neans was found for
native language oral proficiency. The grade 3 means were higher within each
of the separate language groups, except for the Chinese language students'

oral proficiency in Chinese.

In Tables 4.5, 4.6a, and 4.6b, the -I)PR data are prasented with the
SOPR scores broken into score range categories that represent five »sral
proficiency levels: 5-9, no proficiency or very limited proticiency in the
language (a level at which even simple conversational abili:- (s very poor);
10-14, limited cral proficiency (a level at which there is somc ~onversa-
tional ability, given aa understanding and patienr listener); 15-19,
functional oral proficiency (a level at which conversatinns can be carried
out fairly comfortably, although with some errors, lapses in vocabulary, and
need for repetition); 20-24, fluent in the language (a level at which the
speaker is generally fluent in the language, but may still produce
grammatical errors, lack some common vocabulary, or require some
repetition); and 25, native-speaker proficiency (a level at which the
speaker cannot be distinguished from a per .n who is a monolingual aative

spzaker of the language).

Overall, 74 percent of first-grade LM-LEP students and 60 percent of
third-grade LM-T%P gtudents in the study were rated as having <-cves of 19
or lower, that is, as having functional oral proficiency, limite. al
proficiency, or very limited oral proficiency in English, For the native
language, a contrasting pattern was found in which 29 percent of first

graders and 22 percent of third graders were rated as functional, limited,

102
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or very limited in oral proficiency, and the remaining 71 and 78 percent of
students were rated as fluent or as having a native-speaker level of oral

proficiency in their native language.

4-9

TABLE 4.4, Mean English and native language SOPR total scores
for LM-LEP students
English SOPR Native Language SOPR
Mean SOPR No. of Mean SOPR No. of
Total Score SD Casges Total Score SD Cases
Grade 1
Spani sh 14.1 5.94 3944 20.7 5.29 3754
Chinese 14.7 6.04 182 22.3 3.54 120
Other 16.5 5.50 486 19.3 6.14 308
Total 14.4 5.95 4612 20.7 5.08 7311
Spanish 16.6 5.38 3007 21.5 4.58 2805
Chinese 15.8 5.49 173 21.9 2.76 86
Other 18.2 4.32 388 20.4 6.12 238
Total 16.7 5.31 3568 21.4 4.68 3129
11u
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TABLE 4.5. Distribution of English and native language
SOPR total scores of LM-LEP Students

English SORX

Grade 1 Grade 3
SOPR Percentage Percentage
Total Score Oral Proficiency Level of Students of Students

5-9 Very limited or no oral

proficiency 21.7% 10.5%
10-14 Limited oral proficiency 25.7 16.4
15-19 Functional oral proficiency 26.5 33.4
20-24 Fluent oral proficiency 20.8 34.0
25 Native-speaker oral

proficiency 5.3 5.7
Total 100.0% 100.0%
No. of Cases 4612 3568

Native Language SOPR

Grade 1 Grade 3
SOPR Percentage Percentage
Total Score Oral Proficiency Level of Students of Students
5-9 Very limited or no oral
proficiency 4,7% 3.0%
10-14 Limited oral proficiency 9.2 6.1
15-19 Functional oral proficiency 15.3 13.1
«0-24 Fluent oral proficiency 31.0 39.0
25 Native-speaker oral
proficiency 39.8 38.8
Total 100, 0% 100.0%
No. of Cases 4182 3129
113
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Table 4.5 shows that 26 percent of the grade 1 students and about 40
percent of the grade 3 students were rated at either ‘he native-gpeaker

level of oral language proficiency in English or the fluent level.

Differences were fouud in the data for grade 1 students versus grade 3
students. Grade ! students were predominantly in the lower levels of o:ral
proficiency: 47 percent of the grade 1 students were rated as limited in
English or lower, with 22 percent rated at the lowest level. Grade 3
students showed a generally higher level of English oral proficiency. The
proportion of students in ‘he two lowest oral proficiency levels (27
percent) wzs much lower than the grade 1 proportion, and proportionally more
grade 3 students were rated as fuuctional or as fluent in English oral

proficiency.

The ma jority of LM~LEP studencs in both grade 1 and grade 3 were rated
as fluent or as native speakers in level of oral proficiency in their native
language; 40 percent of first graders and 39 percent of third graders were
rated as 25. native-speaker level. LIM-LEP students were rated as limited or
very limited in native language oral proficiency ia 12 percent of the

cases.

Tables 4.6a and 4.6b present the SOPR data for English and for the native
language respectively, broken out by Spanish, Chinese, and other language
groups. The data in Table 4.6a show that Spanish language students were
somewhat less proficient overall in English oral ability: Spanish language
students were more likely to be rated as very limited or as limited in oral
proficiency ¢t pared to the students in the Chinese and other language
groups. Considering the proportions of students rated as fluent or as at
the native-speaker level, the Spanish and the Chinese language students were
legs likely to be ratecd in these levels for English oral proficlency in

comparison to the students in the other language group.

The data for native language oral proficiency are preseanted by language
gréup in Table 4.6b. Most notable, perhaps, is the fact that a very small
proportion of the Chinese language students were rated in the cwo lowest

levels of oral proficiency. This mignt be hecause the Chinese language

112
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TABLE 4.6a. English SOPR totsl scores: Percentage of LM-LEP students in five orsl proficiency levels by language group

SPANISH CHINESE OTHER
SOPR Grade 1 Grade 3 Grade 1 Grade 3 Grade 1 Grade 3
Total Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentsge Percentage Percentage
Score of Students of Students of Students ot Students of btudents of Students >
5-9 22.92 11.1% 20.92 16.22 12.12 3.62 E;
10-14 26.5 16.7 18.1 16.8 22.0 13.9
15-19 26.1 .1 35.7 26.0 26.5 31.7
20-24 19.7 2.2 18.1 39.9 31.5 45.6
, 25 9 50 - % —ll ~Lai —a2
Total 100.02 100.02 100 0% 100.0Z 100.02 100.02
No.of cases 3944 3007 182 173 486 88

AThe five proficiency levels represented by the totsl score ranges can be generally described ss follows: 5-9, Very limited or no oral
proficiency; 10-14, Li~ited oral proficiency; 15-19, Functional proficiency; 20-24, Fluent orsl proficiency; 25, Native speaker oral
proficiency.

112 | 114
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TABLE 4.6b. Native language SOPR total scores: Percentage of LM-LEP students in five oral proficiency levels by language group

S PANISH CHINESE OTHER
SOPR Grade 1 Grade 3 Grade 1 _Grade 3 Grade 1 Grade 3
Total Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage
Score of Students of Students of Students of Students of Students of Students
5-9 4.5% 2.1 - - 9.12 8.0%
10-14 9.1 5.9 4.2 - 12.3 10.1 ~
15-19 15.4 13.4 9.2 16.3 15.6 8.8 J‘
20- 24 30.6 38.6 39.2 58.1 33.1 35.7 w
25 40.3 _22_3_ _ﬂi 25.6 _22_9 _37__4_
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.02 100.0% 100,02
No.of caaes 3754 2805 120 86 308 238

*The five proficiency levels represented by the total score ranges can be generally described as follows: 5-9, Very limited or no proficiency;
10-14, Limited oral proficiency; 15-19, Functional oral proficiency; 20-24, Fluent oral proficiency; 25, Native speaker oral proficiency.

(1= 116
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students in the study had generally been in the U.S. for a shorter period of
time than had the Spanish and other language students (see Table 4.1). The
ma jor proportion of students in each of the language groups was ratel as

fluent or at a native-speaker level in oral proficiency.

4C.2  EXTENT OF BILINGUAL ORAL PROFICIENCY

In describing the language background of LM-LEP students, it {s
important to consider simultaneously the students' level of proficiency in
English and their native language. It is important, first, because there
may be some transfer effccts of proficiency in the rative language to
deve lopment of proficiency i{in English. That is, LM-LEP students may vary in
their success in academic achievement, particularly in English langnuage

arts, depending on their level of proficiency in their native language.

Also, research has indicatad that there are students who are not
proficient in any language, (i.e. they are proficient neither in %nglish nor
their native language). This can happen, for example, when children who
have not yet fully acquired their native language move to a new enviromment
where another language is spoken. These children may stop using their
native language and start using the new language exclusively. The result
for some period of time will be a child who 1is very low in proficiency in
both languages. Students who are not very proficient in either of their
languages may be particularly "at risk™ in terms of academic success.
Therefore, it will be of special importance to attempt to determine which

types of programs are most effective for these students.

In order to examine students' oral proficiency in English and in their
native language in terms of a bilingual oral proficiency, bivariate
distributions were obtained; these distributions, shown in Tzdbles 4.7, 4.8,
4.9, 4.10, 4.12., and 4.12b, were based on LM-LEP students for whom a SOPR

score was available in both languages.1 In these six tables, the SOPR

lyhere no person was avalilable who was able to ate the student {n the native
language, no native language SOPR was obtained. Also, for a variety of reasonms,
for some students the native language SOPR score was the only one obtained.

117
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TABLE 4.7. Percentage of LM-LEP gtuderts in combined English and
rative language SOPR categories
SOPR
Total Scores Grade 1 Grade 3
Native Percencage Percentage
Language English of Students of Students
5-11 5-11 3.7% 1.5%
12-18 1.4 1.8
19-25 4.0 2.8
12-18 5-11 6.7 3.0
12-18 6.9 5.3
19-25 3.4 5.1
19-2° 5-11 27.6 14.8
12-18 24.4 30.7
19-25 21.8 35.1
Total 100.0% 100.0%
No. of Cases 4,110 3,081
118
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TABLE %.8. $Spanish language LM-LEP students: Perc:ntage of students '
in combined English and native langursge SOPR categories J l
SOPR I
Total Scores Grade 1 Grade 3
Native Percentage Yercentage
Language English of Students of Students |
5-11 5=-11 3.82 1.62
12-18 103 106 l
19"25 307 203
12-18 5=-11 6.8% 3.1 '
12-18 7.2 5.5 I
19-25 3.2 5.1 I
12-18 24.6 30.8 I
Tocal 100.02 100.0% l
No. of Cases 3,692 2,763 I
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TABLE 4.9. Chinege language LM-LEP students: Percentage of students
in combined English and native language SOPR categories*
SOPR
__Total Scores Grade 1 Grade 3
Nativ: Percentage Percentage
Langusze English of Students of Studeats
5-11 5-11 2.6% 0.07
12-18 000 000
19-25 0.0 0.0
12-18 5-11 6.92 4.7%
12-18 107 000
19’25 009 508
12-18 40.5 34.9
19-25 13.8 27.1
Total 100.0% 100.02
No. of Cases 116 86
120
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TABLE 4.10. Qther language group ILM-LEP students:
in combined English and native language SOPR categories*

Percentaze of students

SOPR
Total Scores Grade 1 Grade 3
Native Percentage Percentage
Language English of Students of Students
5-11 5-11 4.02 0.42
12-18 3.6 5.2
19-25 10.3 9.9
12-18 5-11 4.€62 0.0%
12-18 6.0 4.7
19-25 7.0 4.7
12-18 15.9 28.4
19-25 3201 3808
Total 100.0% 100.0%
No. of Cases 302 232
12}
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total scores in each language are categorized into or2 of three oral
proficiency levels: total score of 5-11 (no proficiency or very limited
oral proficiency); total score of 12-18 (limited proficiency); and total
score of 19-25 (moderate to full oral proficiency in the language).

Implicit in the labels ("no proficiency,” "limited proficiency,” etc.) that
we have attached to the English and aative language SOPR totals is the
assumption that the ratings for the two languages are equivalent, and not
based on differeat standards. Given the general nature of the rating system
ugsed in the SOPR, and the fact that for many students the same person
completed both the English and native language SOPR, this assumption seems

reasonable.

Overall, as seen in Table 4.7, the largest proportion of the students
(about three-quarters for Cohort A and four-fifths for Cohort B) were thosec
who were rated as generally proficient in their native language. These
students who were rated as proficient in their native language were aluost
equally split in grade 1 by level of rated oral proficiency in English. The
pattern of proficiency for students rated 19-25 in native language oral
proficiency differed to some extent from grade 1 to grade 3. Generally, at
grade 3 there were proportionally fewer students rated in the lowest score
cange (5-11) for English and proportionally more students rated in the high
score range (19-25) on English ora. proficiency compared to what was found
for grade 1. To a lesser degree, this same pattern of higher English
ratings at grade 3 is seen for studants rated 12-18, limitad oral
proficiency, in the natjve language.

Students who do not appear to have achieved proficiency appropriate for
their age in either English or their native language amay be considerea to be
"at risk,” and 1t will be particularly important to {ollow them. The most
severe cases of students without oral proficiency in either language are
those who were rated as having very limited oral proficiency in both
languages. A small proportion of the students in the samvle were rated as
such; by grade, these students comprise about 4 percent of the LM-LEP

students in grade 1, and 2 percent of the students in grade 3.
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It is also possible to consider _.s "at risk"” those students who do not
achieve any higher han a "limited” (12~18) rating in either of the
languages they use. Since a "limited”™ rating indicat.s chat the student is
quite iLclow the level of oral proficiency expected of a native-speaking
child, these students may also be hindered academically due to a lack of the
cognitive and linguistic skills that are gained through proficient use of a
language. Thirteen percent of the students overall had at least, but no
higher than, a "limited” rating in one or both of their languages. At grade
1, this represented 15 percent of the students; at grade 3, the proportion
of students was 10 percent. Overall, students who can be clascified as at
risk in terms of bilingual ability comprised 19 percent of the grade 1
LM-LEP students and 12 percent of the grade 3 LM-LEP studentse, representing
lo percent ..f LM-LEP students in both grades.

The data were not consistent ccross the three language groups. For
example, there were fewer Chinese language students rated in categories
designated as "at risk”. This follows from the earlier finding that few of
the Chinese students were rated as having little or limited ability in their
native language. Also, compared to the Spanish languege and the other
language students, proportionally fewer Chinese language students were rated
19-25 both in their native language and in English. is pattern may
indicate that the Chinese language students who had achieved higher levelsz
of proficiency in English were being exited out of special services at an
earlier point than was the case for other students. Data to determine
whether this explanation is valid will be obtained as these students are
followed in the second and third years of the study.

I25
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ORAL LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY AND LENGTH OF TIME IN .NE U.S.

Length of time in the U.S. is expected to be related to oral language
proficiency in both languages. It is expected that students will show
higher levels of English language a .iity the longer they have resided in
the U.S. as a consequence of having had more exposure and presumably more
experience in uga of Enplish. Similarly, native language oral proficiency
may decrease with longer time in the U.S., as a consequence of a shift to
English that is accompanied by correspondingly less use of the native

language.

Table 4.11 shows the students' SOPR oral proficiency ratings in English
and in the native language in relation to lzugth of stay in the U.S. As
expecced, for both f-1de 1 and grade 3 students, the mean SOPR total score
for English oral proficiency was higher for students who had been in the
U.S. for longer periods of time.

The means for grade 1 and grade 3 students were essentially the same for
those in the U.S. no more than one year. For both grades, the mean total
score was approximately 9, represent ng a quite limited level of oral
proficiency. For all other categories of length of stay in the U.S., the
grade 3 students' mean was higher than the grade 1 students' mean. The
highest mean Engliszh tota2l SOPR score in each grade, 15 for grade 1, 18 for
grade 3, was for those students with more than five years of residence in
the U.S. These mean scores represent a limited level of oral English

proficiercy.

Gral proficiency in the native language for both grades remained
coastant for stidents with up to five years in the U.S. TFor these students
the grade 3 mean of about 22 was only slightly higher than the grade 1 mean
of about 21; these scores represent a fairly high level of oral
proficiency. Only for those students who had been in the U.S. for more than
five years was there a decrease in native language, and even then, the drop

in ratings was small.
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TABLE 4.11. SOPR oral proficiency score means by
length of time in the U.S.
English SOPR Native Language SOPR
No. of No. of
Mean Cases Mean Cases
Grade 1
Yrs. in the U.S.:
0-1: 9.9 309 21.4 276
2-3: 12.9 474 21.6 392
4-5: 13.8 579 21.7 518
6 or more: 15.4 2579 20.5 2392
Grade 3
Yrs. in the U.S.:
0-1: 9.6 289 22.6 245
2-3: 15.1 409 22.5 342
4-5: 17.1 479 22.3 408
6 or more: 18.2 1917 20.9 1730

Length of time in the U.S. was also examined in relation to the combined
SOPR categorizations. These data are shown Iin Tables 4.12a and 4.12b. Of
particular interest, perhaps, are the "at risk"” students identified by this
categorization. Por both grades, very low ratings of oral proficiency in
both languages occurred proportionally more often for students who had been
in the U.S. for one year or less, and to some extent, for students who had
been in the U.S. for more than five years. Very low ratings in both
languages occurred proportionally . :88 often for students who had been in
the U.S. between two and five years. This pattern of data may indicate two
different possibilities in English acquisition for students. First, students
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who have recently entered the U.S. may, on noticing the new language
envionment around them, stop using their native language and bhegin to
attempt to use only English. Particularly within the first year of doing
so, these students are likely to be rated as very poor in both their native
language and English. Presumably, after a pertod of time, these stud~ents

would continue to learn English ard become fairly proficient in ft.

Second, this same type of situation may occur for students residing in
the U.S. for longer periods of time, e.g., for more than five years. In
these cases, proficiency in English may never develop because the student,
for reasons of inadequate exposure to English, reaches a language learning
plateau at a low level of English and 3tays there. (For example, a child's
parents may decide to encourage their child's Knglish use by using English
themselves at home. If their English is quite poor, the child will be
exposed to inadequate and incorrect Engltsh). Another, more likely explana-
tion for the slightly higher percentage of "at risk"” students amung the
group that have been in the U.S. more than five years is related to mixed
language use. Many of the students who have been in the U.S. for a long
period of time may be within enviromments where language use typically
involves a mixture of English and the native language. While not neces-
sarily so, someone who speaks a mixed dialect may not have control of the
two languages independently. Such a person in speaking to someone who knew
only the native language, or only English, would not be able to use only
that one language proficiently. These students thus have a language--their
mixed dialect--but they will be hindered academically in that they will not
be sufficiently able to participate in instruction conducted in just one

language.
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TABLE 4.12a.

Combined English and nat
by length of time {~ the United States: Grade 1

+ language SOPR categories

SOPR
Total Scores Grade 1
Native More than No. of
Language English 0-1 Yr. 2-3 4-5 5-Yeurs Total Cases
5-11 5-11 10.62 10.62 7.1 71.7% 1002 113
12-18 2.2 13.0 6.5 78.3 100 46
19-25 0.7 i.5 3.0 94.8 100 135
12-18 5-11 11.92 15.0% 17.32 55.8% 1002 226
12-18 6.6 8.6 13.9 70.9 100 244
19-25 - 4.6 7.3 88.1 100 109
19-25 5-11 15.5% 14.2% 15.22 55.2% 100% 1003
19-25 2.5 8.7 13.4 75.4 100 786
Overall: 7-°2 11.0% 14,42 66.9% 1002
No. of Cases 272 389 508 2363 3532
127
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TABLE 4.12b. Combined English and native language SOPR categories*
. by length of time in the United States: Grade 3
SOPR
l Total Scores Grade 3
Native More than No. of
Language English 0-1 Yr. _2_-_3_ 4-5 5-Years Total Cases
. 5-11 5-11 15.2% 9.1% 9.1% 66.7% 100% 33
l 12-18 - 5.9 13.7 80.4 100 51
19-25 - 2.5 1.3 96.2 100 79
' 12-18 5-11 30.8% 21.8%7 10.3% 37.2% 100 78
. 12-18 1.4 92  13.5 75.9 100 141
19-25 1.5 3.7 5.9 88.9 100 135
19-25 5-11 39.6% 21.52 11.42 27.5% 100 386
I 12-18 5.6 15.7 17.8 60.8 100 835
l 19-25 1.1 8.6 16.5 73.9 100 945
' Overall: 9.1% 12.62 14.7% 63.6% 1002
No. of Cases 243 338 395 1707 2683
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D. ACADEMIC APTITUDE

As discussed in Chapter 2, the Raven Progressive Matrices Test was
incorporated into the testiug plan in order to provide a control variable
which would constitute a measure of the child's academic ability and which,
unlike most such measures, would not be operationally dependent on a
knowledge of the English language. Some evidence is presented in Appendix D
that the Raven is performing as expected, and thus was a good choice as the

study's measure of academic aptitude.

Table 4.13 shows the distribution of adjusted scores1 for each of the
three groups of students (LM-LEP, EP/LIS, and EP/Comp) for each of the two
cohorts. It will be noted that for each of the resulting six groups almost
the entire range of possible scores is covered. Furthermore, as shown in
the bottom three rows of Table 4.14, the differences between the mean of the
LM-LEP group and the means of the two English-proficient groups (though
statistically significant) were comparatively small in both grades. The
grade 3 difference, however, was a bit larger than the grade 1 difference.
This is not surprising; the grade 3 cohort (Cohort B) does not include in
its LM-LEP group any of the students who learned enough English before
reaching grade 3 to have been exited “rom the program. sSince ability to
learn a foreign language (English, in this case) is correlated with academic
ability, the systematic .ibsence from Cohort B of part of this relatively
rapid-learning segment of the populaticn wnuld tend to depress the mean

score.

It i3 reasonable to ask why new arrivals in the United States who become
members of CTohort B do rot balance thc loss of the segment of the population
represented by the formerly LM~LEP students who exited before reaching grade
3. Let us call the students who were LM-LEPS in the school when they were

1A11 data reported on Raven scores in this and subsequent chapters use "adjusted
scores” rather than "rights scores”. The distinction between these two types of
scores, and our reason for preferring the former, ace described in Chapter 2, Sec-
tion 2H.1l. Appendix D presents some data comparing the Lwo types of scores.

:}

I~
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TABLE 4.13. Discribution of Grade 1 and Grade 3 Raven total adjusted scores, for each group
N 0. OF CASES N O. OF CASES
' Cohort A, Grade 1,CPM Cohort B, Grade 3,SPM Cohort A, Grade 1,CPM Cohort B, Grede 3,SPM
Total Total
score* LMLEP EP/LIS EP/Cowp LM-LEP EL/LIS EP/Cowp | score® LM-LEP EP/LIS GF/Cowp LM-LEP EP/LIS EP/Comp
60 - -— - 29 © 76 13 6 116 29 15
59 - - - 28 79 28 8 111 21 20
s8 -— — -— 27 104 19 13 115 28 16
57 - - -~ 26 130 28 15 116 25 14
56 -— - -— 25 171 27 13 103 18 15
b)) -— -— - 24 177 38 24 96 22 12
54 - -— - 23 225 30 18 82 19 21
53 -— -— -— 22 237 58 22 100 23 11
52 -— -— 1 21 247 43 42 89 .8 12
S1 1 - -— 20 252 49 25 100 14 17
50 4 1 1 19 292 57 25 115 20 13
49 4 3 1 18 265 56 k¥ 129 17 15
48 5 1 -— 17 288 a9 25 111 24 18
47 8 4 -— 16 305 46 36 124 12 8
' 46 11 4 2 15 327 48 24 92 16 10
45 . 16 6 1 14 34 42 24 111 12 10
44 19 S 3 13 269 26 19 101 12 8
43 26 9 4 12 223 26 12 76 6 4
. 42 - 28 7 8 11 183 17 16 45 2 3
41 39 10 9 10 99 7 9 28 -— 3
40 44 16 10 9 71 7 6 17 1 1
39 59 16 10 8 50 5 4 13 2 1
38 55 23 17 b 39 6 1 4 1 -—
' 37 62 23 10 6 26 4 -— 4 -— -—
36 1 1 -— 82 30 9 5 14 3 -— 1 -— -—
35 7 - 1 102 3 6 4 10 2 2 1 -— -
34 9 1 1 80 22 12 3 8 - —_ 1 1 -—
33 29 s 3 85 23 14 2 4 - 1 - -— -—
2 28 7 2 86 23 11 1 1 - -— -— -— -—
a1 3% 10 4 82 22 9 o] —-— -— -— - - —_—
30 46 11 11 95 16 18
' N 4670 759 444 2994 620 403
*The maximum pouibf. score is 36 for tha CPM (Grade T) and 60 for the SPM (Grade 3).

150

]

—

\>
CRIC
= — — = DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATES, INC.




4-28

in grade 1 and are st{1l LM-LEPS in grade 3 "group 1"; and let us call the
new immigrants who become members of Cohort B “group 2". Group 2 will
presumably be representative of the general population in terms of academic
aptitude; it will cover the full range of ability levels. Group 1, on the
other hand, will not contain as large a proporiion of members at the upper
end of the academic aptitude scale as there are in the general population.
If a group representative of the general population with respect to a
certain variable (e.g., academic apt.tude) is combined with an
unrepresentative group, the cimbined group will also be unrepresentative

(though to a lesser degree).

Rows 1-8 of Table 4.14 show the Raven means and standard deviations for
LM-LEP students classified by native language category. The two groups with
the highest Raven means are the students whose native language is Chinese
(row 1) and studeats whose native language is non-European with a Latin
Alphabet (row 5). This latter group consists mostly of Vietnamese and
Filipinos. The three groups consisting largely of Asians (i.e., rows 5-7)
have higher means than eitl.er of the English-proficient groups. The lowest
mean scores belong to the two Romance language groups (rows 1 and 2), at
least 1f we ignore the 63 Cohort B students in the "Unknown native language"
categoery.

Table 4.15 shows, separately for the LM-LEP students and the
English-proficient stulents, the correlations of the Raven with the v-rious
Stanford Achievement Test (SAT) scores. The correlations for LM-LEP
students, which are shown in the left half of the table, were moderate. The
correlations were generally higher with the mathematics tests than with the
English tests (vocabulary and reading comprehension). The correlations with
the Englis: tests were, of course, depressed by the fact that the LM-LEP
students were, to varying degrees, distinctly limited in their ability to
handle English. This limitation affected their English scores, but not
their Raven scores. The vight~hand side of Table 4.15, which shows the
corresponding correlations for che English-proficient students (the EP/Comp

and EP/LIS groups combined) provides some confirmatory evidence for this
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T BLE 4.14. Means and standard deviations of Raven total adjusted scores,
with LM-LEP students classified in terms of native language
category

Cohort A, Grade 1 Cohort B, Grade 3
Native Language Category Raven CPM Raven SPM
Mezn _ SD N Mean SD N
A, LM-LEP
1. Spanish 17.89 5.63 3874 24,30 8.66 2451
2. Other Romance languages 16.91 5.18 98 24,78 9.26 77
3. Other European 19.67 6.16 30 27.27 7.96 26
4, Native American -_— _— 0 26.56 6.46 9
5. Other Latin alptbet 20.99 5.68 91 33.50 9.84 42
6. Chinese 21.75 6.57 207 34.83 8.83 148
7. Other 20.00 6.41 250 29.64 9.56 178
8..Unknown 18.79 5.56 120 23.27 9.12 63
LM-LEP total* 18.25 5.80 4670 25.29 9.16 2994
B. EP/LIS* 13.54 5.71 759 28.26 8.97 620
C. EP/Comp* 19.18 5.68 444 27.10 8.92 403
*Thes: data apply to the Table 4.13 distributioms.
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TABLE 4.15 Corrslations of Raven Progressive Matrices total scores
with Stanford Achievement Test scores

Separataly for LM-LEP’ and English-proficieat students*

LM~LEP students English-proficient students*
Correlation of Correlation of
Raven total witch: Raven total with:
Primary 1 Primery 2 Primary 3 Pr_mary 1 Primary 2 Primary ]
SAT spr.'8s rall'ss Spr.'8S Spr.'ss Tall'84 Spr.'8S
Score Cohort A Cohort B Cohort B Cohort A Cohort B Cohort B
E— Grade 1 Grade 3 Grade 3 Grade 1 Grade 3 Grade 3
English .
Vocab. .258 «202 .185 «359 412 420
Rdg.Comp. .339 .348 .340 377 429 .500
Eng.Total 349 .338 323 414 473 314
Math
Coucepts of No. 423 456 488 441 496 542
Computation 348 357 .357 .395 453 2410
Applications 417 .386 43S 431 . 508 534
Comput.+Applic. 432 <426 439 458 .538 527
Math Total 455 466 . 482 475 555 566
English + Math
Total k&6 466 464 .481 .568 .583
Fo. of cases 2319 1538 816 606

h English-proficient students include botl. the EP/LIS and EP/Comp groups.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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hypothesis: the correlations of Li.e Raven with the various SAT scores for
English-proficient students were higher than the corresponding correlations
for LM-LEP students, in both grades.

The LM-LEP status of the children did not affect their math scores
nearly as much as it g“fectad their English scores. That is probably a
ma jor reason (though possibly not the sole reason) why the SAT math tests
cc related higher with the Raven than did the English tests. Confirmatory
evidence for this, too, is provided by the correlations of Raven with SAT
for the English-proficient students. The amount by which these correlations
exceeded the corresponding correlations for the LM-LZP students is generally

higher for the English scores than for the math scores.

The Raven, unlike the SAT, was essentially uncorrelated with number of
years in the United States. This is shown in Table 4.16. The fact that the
Raven and time in the U.S. was uncorrelated will make it possible for the
Raven to provide an effective control on academic aptitude, operationallv
independent of knowledge of English. It is not being assumed that the Raven
is generally uncorrelated with English. For people whose native language is
En; .sh, and who live in an English-speaking country, ability in English is
defiritely and substantially correlated with the Raven. For people with any
other native language who live in a country where that language is spoken,
the Raven will be correlated with ability in that language. Thus the Raven
provides a measure of academic aptitude that is not distorted by lack of
knowledge of English. A student who knows no English at all could
conceivably get a perfect score on the Raven. That student, because of his
high academic aptitude, would probab.y have no trouble at all in learaing to
speak and write excellent English, and to read English fluveutly.

Correlations of various other variables with the Raven also turned out
much as expected. As shown in Table 4.16, for the grade 1 LM-LEPs (the

e S a8 G ar I N I 2 oy 2 T B e

Cohort A sample), age in months was slightly correlated with the Raven.
Obviously over the full range of ages that the Raven series is intended to
span, extending from preschool to adult, the correlation would be extremely
high; when the age range is so much narrower that age has to be expressed in

months, as in the case of a grade 1 sample, the correlation {s expected to

13:
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TABLE 4.16. Correlstion of Raven Progressive Matrices total score with miscallaneous variables, for LM-LEP students

Variable

1.

2.

3.
4.

5.
6.

1.
8.
9.
10.

11.

No. of yesrs in United States
Age in months

English SOPR
Nstive lsnguage SOPR

Tirents' educstion”

Pa ‘ents' use of English in the ho-eb

English reading matter in the ho-eb
Non-English resding -nttorbin the home
Reading matter in the home
Socloeconomic statulb

Raven total

)

@)

Correlations
with Raven

Cohort A Cohort P
Gyade 1 _Grade 3

-.013

.102

.166
.099

il
.030

.026
044
.050

.163

-003‘
-.026

127
62

. .056
-.013

024
.054
.053

.011

) (4) (5) (6) 0 8) (6]
AUXILIARY DATA
Mssn s.D No. of cases Maximum
possible
Cohort A Cohort B Cohort A Cohort B Cohort A Cohort B range
Srade 3  .Gradel Cradel  Gradel Grade d =
5.35 6.32 1.90 2.%8 2941 1977 -
e - 108.98 6.44 8.89 2941 1977 -
'6.54 5.95 5.27 2941 1977 5-25
20.90 21.31 5.19 4.87 2941 1977 5-25
7.62 1.39 3.72 3.50 2941 1977 0-14
.60 .59 .94 .96 2941 1977 0-4
.99 .99 .87 .87 1011 699 0-2
.56 .61 .80 .82 1011 699 0-2
1.55 1.59 1.17 1.22 1011 699 0-4
14.91 14.13 5.35 5.23 1011 699 3-29
18.36 24,87 5.73 9.00 2941 1977 Grade 1 (-3¢ (CPM)

Grade 3 0-60 (SPM)

%This variable 18 described in Chapter 8, on page 8-17.

bThis variable is described in Appendix B.
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be very greatly reduced. However it was still significaatly greater than

zero. That is not true for grade 3 IM-LEP students: in that sample, age in

months and Raven total were virtually uncorrelated. The explanation for

thie result probably lies in the nature of tne sample. The third-grade
LM-LEP sample probably includes some students who, because of pvoor academic
aptitude, are over-age for the grade level, having been previously retained
in grade at least once. Such students would tend to cancel whatever

correlation between age and Raven exists in an unselected group (e.g. all

ral

eight-year-olds, regardless of gr: .e).

Other variables in Table 4.16 are total scores on the SOPRs (native
language SOPR and English SOPR), parents' education, parents' use of English
in the home, reading materials in the home (English and non-English
materials separately) and socioeconomic stztus. The pare:.s' education
variable 13 a weighted average of the father's and mother's numbers of years
of schooling (with triple weighting of the more educated par=aut). The
"parents' use of Erglish in the home™ variable is on a five-point sca’:, as

follows:

all English

mostly English*

both English and some other language*
mostly some other language

entirely some other language.

O oW e
B BB Jd 8

The correlations of the Raven with the SOPRs were slight, but
consistently positive. (All four were significantly greater thai zero.)
This is in line with expectation; some correlation is to be expected since
verbal ability 1s one of the aspects of academic aptitude; but the

correlation is necessarily low because of the LM-LEP status of the students,

with their varying combinations of proficiency in their native languages and
in English. It was perhaps worth noting that the correlation with the
English SOPR is higher than with the native language SOPR.

e

*This i3 a slight oversimplification of scale values 1, 2, and 3. Readers who
wish 2 more precise explanation are referred to Appendix B, Section 5

137
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There are several possible explanations for this, but the most likely
one seems to be that in most of the schools gaining proficiency in English
1s probably emphasized more than gaining or maintaining proficiency in the
native language, and thus is a manifestation of the aLademic aptitude
measured by the Raven. Data presented in Table 4.17 demonstrate that most
of the differences in Raven between successive SOPR score levels are
slight. On the native langusge SOPR there are some actual reversals, but

they are small, and almost certainly due to chance.

As shown in Table 4.16, correlations between the Raven and parents'
education were very lcw (though significantly greater than zero). One of
the factors depressing the correlations is probably the very large number of
immigrants amoug the parent population, many of them coming from countries
where formal education is not as readily available or as common as in the

United States.

The data of Table 4.16 provide two surprises. One of them is provided
by the three variables representing presence of reading matter (newspapers
and magazines) in the home--(1) English-language matter, (2) other, and (3)
reading matter irrespective of language; their correlations with the Raven
are all very low--not significantly different from zero. High correlations
were not expected but at least for variable 9 in the table (reading matter
irrespective of language) a correlation significantly different from zero
(even though low) would have been less unexpected. If the standard
deviations 1.ad been tmell it would have explained the very low correlations,
vit the standard deviastfons are in fact quite substantial; as can be geen in
Table 4.16 by comparing columns 5 and 6 (standard deviations) with column 9
(possible range) the standard deviations for variable ) in both cohoris were
about 30 percent of the possible range. Possibly the results would have
been somewhat differeat if the reading matter with which the Parent
Questionnaire item was concerned had included books, rather than just

newspapers and magazines.

133
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TABLE 4.17. Means and standard deviations on Raven
for students classified in terms of
their SOPR scores
' Cohort A, Grade 1 Cohort B, Grade 3
SOPR | Eng.
' Total + SOPR — 5-11 12-18 19-25 5-11 12-18 19-25
Score
' Native
lang. Raven CPM Raven SPM
' SOPR
' 19-25 X 17.6 18.7 19.4 24.0 25.0 26.2
o 5.6 5.6 5.8 9.7 9.1 8.9
N 980 895 810 355 744 81C
l 12-18 X 16.3 17.4 18.5 19.9 21.7 25.7
G 5.6 5.5 5.6 6.6 7.9 9.2
l N 220 248 126 69 134 135
5-11 X 14.7 15.7 19.2 21.1 24.3 24.9
o 5.3 5.3 5.5 7.4 8.4 8.9
' N 116 50 145 36 49 79
I 130
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TABLE 4.18. Intercorrelations among five variables:
Raven, SES, and three-reading-natter-in-the-hcme
variables

Based .n LM-LEP studeats

1)) (2) (3a) (3b)  (3c)

CORKELATION COEFFICIENTS

" e CORRELAT O e e e
é}' § Reading mgtter
g N variables Raven SES [English Other ALl Mean  S.D.
A 1 1011 1. Raven total .163 .026 044 .050 19.15 5.82
2. Socloeconomic status# .391 032 .313 14.91 5.35 E:
3. Reading matter in the home * o
a. In English* -.050 725 .99 .87
b. In another language*® .666 .56 .80
c. All% 1.55 1.17
B 3 699 1. Raven total .011 .024 054 .053 26.28 9.22
2. Socioeconomic status® .358 -.065 .21z 14.13 5.23
3. Reading matter in the home *
a. In English* 044 743 .99 .87
b. Other® .701 .61 .82
14, c. All* 159 L2 |14%

——

AVariables described in Appendix B.
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The other surprise in Table 4.16 i{s the fact that in Cohort B (unlike
Cohort A) socioeconomic status was not correlated significantly with the
Raven. The reason for the discrepancy between cohorts inm this regard is not
clear. It is too large to be atiributable to sampling error. Conceivably
it 13 related somehow to the anomaly regarding the "rea.ing matter”
correlation with the Raven, discussed in the previous paragraph. 1In this
connection it 13 perhaps worth mentioning that the presence of English
reading matter in the home is substantiallv correlated with socioeconomic
status in both cohorts, while the correl’ation of non-English reading matter
is essentially zero with both socioeconomic index and other English-language
reading matter. Table 4.18 summarizes these data, for the convenience of

those readers who wish to puzzle over them.

Correlations of the Raven with the parents' use of English in the home
were egsentially zero. like its correlations with length of time in the

U.S., and for about the same reasons.

4E E. SUMMARY

This chapter pre ents a discussion of student characteristics which are
expected to be related to the acquisition of English and the ability to
function successfully in academic settings. A key finding i{s that there
were language group differences for several of the student background

characteristics.

Spanish language students were ‘ound to have been in the U.S. for longer
periods of time than were the Chinese or other students. Students in the
Chinese language group were generally found to have been in the U.S. for the

shortest period of time.

Students were rated on oral proficiency in English and in their native
language. The Spanish language students were more frequently rated as low
in English oral proficiency than were Chinese or other language students.

In comparison to Spanish language and Chinese language students other

14z
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language students were more likely to be rated as fluent or as at a native

speaker level of oral proficiency in English.

With regard to native language oral proficiency, the major proportion of
students in each of the language groups was rated as fluent or as at a
native speaker level of proficiency. Only a very small proportioa of the
Chinese language students were rated at a low proficiency level in Chinese;
there were more such low ratings for the Spanish language and other language

students.

Time in the U.S. was related to oral proficiency ratings in English and
in the native language. Generally, for longer periods of time in the U.S.,
English language oral proficiency was rated higher and native language
proficlency was rated slightly lower.

expected (and hoped for). Correlations with SAT scores were moderate;
correlations with students' age (in grade 1) and with parents' education
were slight; and correlations with time in the United States and parents'
use of English in the home were essentially zero. This latter finding (the
zero correlations of the Raven with time in the U.S. and with parents' use
of English) is crucial in justifying the use of the Raven to provide an
effective control on academic aptitude, operationally independent of
knowledge of English. Further support is provided by a comparison between
the correlations based on LM~LEP students and the corresponding correlations
based on English-proficient students. The latter are generally higher, the
difference being more pronounced for the English tests than the math tests.
All of these findings are eniirely compatible with the hypothesis that
though .he limited English proficiency of the LM-LEP students depresses
their SAT scores, particularly on the English tests, it does not affect

their Raven scores.

In summary, then, the entire pattern of correlational and other
empirical evidence available fully supports use of the Raven as the study's

messure of academic aptitude.

44588 142

The Raven's correlations with other variables turned out much as I
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Chapter 5. SCHOOL CONTEXT:

A. INTRODUCTION

School context refers to the overall school enviromment in which the
educational process takes place. (See Anderson, 1982, for review.) A
number of context variables identified through the literature to be
important contributors to student achievement outcomes were gselected to be
used in the Longitudinal Study analysis. These variables included the typ
of neighborhood in which the sckiol is located, size of enrollment, school
academic climate, school language enviromment, provision of teacher
training, and principal and parental involvement in the educational

process.

It should be noted that the unit of analysis for this chapter is the
school. This 1s unlike data reported in the rest of the report where
students are the unit of analysis. For the Year 2 and Year 3 reports,
however, the plan i3 to link the school level data described here with

student records and to enter these variables into student-level anclyses.

The data for this chapter come from the principuls and teachers working
in the 86 study schools. Each principal or other appropriate individual
furnished the data requested by completing the following three question-
naires: the School District Policy Questionnnaire, the School Summary Form,
and the Principal Questionnaire. Classroom teachers providing direct
claggsroom instruction to study students provided data through their

responses to the Instructional Staff Questionnaire.

lpbbreviations and other special terms used in this study are defined in the

glossary in Appendix A.
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5B.1

5B.2

B. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE STUDENT BODY

Variables relating to characteristics of the study body of a school can
be important in understanding the school context. Specifically, two
variables, the socioeconomic status of the neighborhood in which the school
18 located and the size of the school enrollment were selected to be entered

into the analysis.

NEIGHBORHOOD OF THE SCHOOL

The kind of neighborhood in which a school is located can be a useful
indicator of the socioeconomic status of students, and thus can be a
barometer of schooling factors including the type of technological,
cwwticulum, and personnel resources available to students (Brookover &
Schneider, 1975; Brookover & Lezotte, 1979; McDill & Rigsby, 1973). The
data for this variable were taken from the Principal Questionnaire where
respondents characterized school neighborhoods to be onme of the following:
1) affluent, 2) a mix of middle income and affluent, 3) middle income, 4)
mix of low and middle income, or 5) low income. No schools were identified
to be in .ffluent, or a mix of middle income and affluent neighborhoods. 1In
equal proportion, the schools were categorized as being in a mix of low and
middle income neighborhoods or in low income neighborho:1s, 46.8 percent in
each category. The rest, 6.3 percent of the schools were considered to be

in middle income neighborhoods.

SCHOOL ENROLLMENT

School size is a variable that has been found to affect how students are
supported and challenged in the educational process (Flagg, 1964; Morocco,
1978). For IM-LEP students this is particularly important because it may
influence how quickly they learn English and how comfortable they feel in
the academic program being provided in school, both being factors that may

ultimately influence student achievement.

14C

DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATES. INC. I



5-3

For the 86 elementary schools that participated in the study in Year 1,

the grade 1-5 enrollment ranged from 123 to 1,482,

Table 5.1 provides an

overview of the number and percentage of the schools in the study based on

the grade 1-5 enrollment.

The percentage of total enrollment of LM-LEP

students in the schools in grades one to five is given in Table 5.2.

TABLE 5.1. School enrollment in grades 1-5

Enrollment {in Grades 1-5

100-250

250-400

401-600

601-800

801-1000

1001-1500

Total

Number of

_Schools

10

18

19

26

86

Percentage
12%

21
22

30

100%

TABLE 5.2. Percentage of totcl enrollment in grades 1-5

who are LM-LEP students

Percent LM-LEP of
Total Enrollment

0-20
21-40
41-60
61-80

81-100

Total

Nuwber of

Schools

12

37

21

Per-entage
142
43
24
9

9

100%

DEVELOPMENT ASSOCL I8, INC.




5C.1

5-4

C. ACADEHIC CLIMATE

Two variables were selected as measures of academic climate. They are
the schools' academic standing within their district and state and the

school's overall emphasis on academics.

SCHOOL PERFORMANCE ON ACHIEVEMENT TESTS

The academic standing of the schools is considered an imyortant variable
because it ultimately influences expectations for student academic
achievement (Andrews, 1965; Lezotte & Passalacqua, 1978; Brookover &
Schneider, 1975). The indicator used to measure academic status was the
relative performance of the schools on reading and mathematics achievement

tests.

The data for tils variable were derived from responses to a quest 'uu
asking where the school stands in relationship to other district schools and
to other c¢lementary schools within the state. Table 5.3 displays the
ralative performance of schools in the study in reading and mathematics for

both the district and the state.

As shown in the table, the majority of the gchools for which data were
available rzak at the middle fifth or higher in both reading and mathematics
in comparison with other schools in their districts. However, the study
schools' academic standing in the state i1s lower in both subject areas,
particularly in reading. The high LM-LEP enrollment, with a large number of
students with limited English langu~ge proficiency, may be one reason for
the discrepancy between the district and state rankings in reading.
Students' higher performance in mathematics at both the state and district
levels may be because English language proficiency 1s not as essential for
LM-LEP students to do well in mathematics tests.

DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATES. INC. l
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TABLE 5.3. School acaZemic standing based on reading and
mathematics achievement tests

Comparison of Each Comparison of Each
School with All School with All
Elementary Schools in Elementary Schools in
the District the State
Academic Standirg of Reading = Mathematics Reading  Mathematics
Schools in the Study N b4 N 4 N 4 N 4

Top 5th 7 8% 8 92 1 12 1 12
Next-to-top 5th 11 13 12 14 1 1 3 3
Middle 5th 26 30 27 31 15 17 19 22
Next-to-bottom 5th 13 15 9 10 10 12 4 5
Bottom 5Sth 8 9 7 8 10 12 9 10
Information not

l available or provided 21 24 23 27 49 57 50 58

Total 86 100 86 100 86 1002 86 10C%

5C.2  SCHOOL EMPHASIS ON ACADEMICS

To describe the study schools' academic enviromment further, a composite
variable was created from the responses to three items. One item in the
composite relates to changes made in the school curriculum, school day, or
staffing structure to improve student academic performance. Eighty-one
percent of the principals indicated that ove- the past two years such
changes had been made. The other two items in the composite relate to
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whether public recognition or rewards are provided to students and teachers

for outstanding academic performance. Ninety percent cf the priucipals
indicated that students were rewarded and fifty percent indicated that a

reward system existed for teachers.

The measure of school emphasis on academics was created by adding the
responses to each of the three items, weighting the responses, "yes" as 2
and "nc” as 1. The results for this measure are presented on Table 5.4.
The higher the score the stronger the emphasis on academics. As shown in

the table, the majority of the study schools rate high on this composite.

TABLE 5.4. School emphasis on academics

Composite Number of
§22£gf Schools Percentage
3 3 4%
4 9 13
5 28 39
6 32 44
Total 72 1002

*The composite score was created by adding the weighted responses to three
items: changes in school curriculum, public recognition of teachers, and public
recognition of students.

SD D. SCHOOL LANGUAGE ENVIRONMENT

Because students' English language proficiency is an important factor in
the educational attaimment of LM~LEP students (Hansen, Johnson, & Santee,
undated), variables that affect the overall school language environment were

identified. They include school district policies relative to the use of
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English and other languages both within and outside the instructional
context, the principals' language background, the principals’' attitudes
toward the use of non-English languages in the school, and the use of
English and other languages outside the classroom by principals, teachers,

and studernts-

SCHOOL DISTRICT POLICY TOWARD THE USE OF LANGUAGES OTHER THAN ENGLISH

School district policy toward the ur2 cf nca-English languages provides
a measure of the specialized resources :vailable to assist LM-LEP children
in the educational process. A specific districh policy can also influence

how instructional staff interact and reict to LM-IEP students.

The data related to schoc: poli: toward the use d>f lan;;uages other than
English are taken from responses to two questions in the School District
Policy Questionnaire. 1In 94 percent of those schools for which responses
were provided, respondents indicated that there was a district policy
concerning the teaching of languages other than English as a subject area in
the elementary grades; LM-LEP students may receive instruction in the oral
and/or written language arts of their native language in 75 percent of the
schonrls. In 5 percent of the schools, the policy is to enmcourage all
studen*s to learn a language other than English. 1In 49 percent of the
scndcis, both policies exist: IM-LEP students may receive instruction in
oral and/or written language arts of their native language ... all students
are encouraged to learn a language other than English. Ninety percent of
the schools also have a permissive policy stipulating that the native
languages of LM-LEP students may be used to provide special instructional
services. Four percent of the schools were in districts having no specific

policy in either area.

PRINCIPALS' LANGUAGE BACKGROUND

1

The language backgrcund of principals was selected as a variable for the
study because it was hypothesized that principals who speak a language other
than English may be more sensitive to the needs of LM-LEP students and thus
influence the school philosophy relative to the teaching of LM-LEP students.

The data for the variable were taken from the principals' descriptions of
their experiences using English and, 1f applicable, their backgrounds in

.
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using other languages. They indicated how many of the following statements
fit their experience for English and the other language: 1) the language
was their native language, 2) it was a language used extensively since
childhood, ?) it was a laneuage of instruction for their elementary or
secondary education, 4) it was the language of instruction for their
college or university studies, or 5) it was a language they studied as a
foreign language. Two composite scores were thus created for the principals’
English and other lanjuage backgrounds. The results are displayed in Table
5.5. A higher score va either composite Indicates a stronger language

background in that particular language.

As shown on the table, all princlpals have a strong base in English.

Sixty-seven percent also have some background ir another language.

TABLE 5.5. Principals' Znglish and other language background

Composite wnglish Language Other Language
§£2£gf Background . Background

N L. L] b4

0 0 1) 25 33%

1 0 0 26 35

2 8 11 21 28

3 16 21 2 3

4 51 68 1 1

Total 75 1002 75 100%

*The two composite scores were created by adding the principals' responses to
five specific questions councerning their uses of English and other

languages. A score of 0 indicates no background, while a score of 4 indicates
a very extensive background.
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To provide an integrated description of the principals' experience in
both English and another language, another composite variable classifying
principals' language ba:kground was created. On this variable, principals
were categorized as monolingual or bilingual.l Those classified as
monolingual were either native speakers of English or native speakers of a
another language. The classification of biiingual was used to refer to
several categories of individuals: 1) those who are English speakers and
who have learned a foreign language through formal study only; 2) those who
are spzakers of a language other than English and who have learned English
throuzh formal study only; and 3) those whose bilingualism is based on
exparience rather than formal study only. Thae results of this classifica-
tion, found in Table 5.6, indicate that 66 percent of the principals were
bilingual.

TABLE 5.6. Principals' overall language background

Number of
Language Background Principals Percentage
Monolingual
English 25 342
Language other than English 0 0
Bilingual
English speaker with formal study
only of a non-English language 22 30
Speaker of a language other than
English with formal study only of
English 0 0
Bilingual turough experience other
than formal study only 27 36
Total 74 1002

11n aadition to rating their experience with English, the principals were ask:d
to indicate their level of experience, if any, in the language other than Engiish

{n which they were nost proficient. Thus, some of the respondents included in the
bilingual ca{e

gories may also have had experience with a thi-d language.
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5D.3  PRINCIPAL ATTITUDES TOWARD THE USE OF NON-EXGLISH LANGUAGES IN THE SCHOOL

The learning enviromment in a school can be greatly influenced by the
philosophy principals have toward the use of languages other than English.
In particular, their reactions can affect the attitudes of their staff
towar. LM-LEP students.

As shown in Table 5.7 uo study schools prohibit or discourage the use of
non-English languages outside of the classroom. Thirty six percent of the
schools permit the use of non-English languages and 21 percent encourage

their use.

TABLE 5.7. School policy concerning the use of languages other than
English by instructional staff in i-teractions with
students outside the classroom

Policy Concerning the Use of Number of

Languages Other than English Schools Percentage
Prohibited 0 0%
Discouraged 0 0
Permitted 27 37
Encouraged 16 22
No policy 3G 41
Total 73 1002

A composite variable describing principals' attitudes towards the use of
the native language in instruction for LM-LEP students was derived from
their responses to a series of statements related to their educational

philosophy. The s« ven statements used to create the composite were:

R TEE BEE o B BE OO e EmEm
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1. 1M-LEP students should develop skills in their native language
similar to the skills they develop in English.

2. IM-LEP students learn to read English more easily i1f they are first
taught to read their native language.

3. How well LM-LEP students know their native language should be a key
factor in deciding how and what to teach them.

4. LM-LEP students who are taught to read in both English and their
native language will eventually achieve more academically than will
those who are taught to read only in English.

5. Learning content area knowledge in two languages places an
unnecessary burden on LM-LEP students.

6. As soon as LM-LEP students have learned good conversational English,
they should be given content area instruction entirely in English.

7. M-LEP students' native languages should be used only to support
instruction given in English, not to provide primary instruction.

Items were rated on a five point scale: “strongly disagree” scored as

"strongly agree” scored as 5. The ratings for items 5 to 7 were reversed so
that a high score, in all cases, reflectzd positive support for use of the
native language in instruction. The mean score across items was thus
obtained €or each principal. The distribution for the composite is found in
Table 5.8.

As shown on the table approximately 79 percent of the principals scored
on the positive side of the scale measuring support for the use of

non-English languages in instruction. The remaining 21 percent scored on

the negative side, indicating that they do not support the use of

non-English languages in instruction.

5D.4 USE OF LANGUAGES OTHER THAN ENGLISH IN NON-INSTRUCTIONAL CONTEXTS

The extent to which LM-LEP students, teachers, and other staff use a
language other than English in non-instructional situations is another

useful indicator of school language enviromment.

l 1, "disagree” scored as 2, "no opinion” scored as 3, "agree” scored as 4,
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TABLE 5.8. Principals' support for the use of languages
other than English in instruction

Number of
Mean Score®* Principals Percentage
1.0-2.0 3 ) 4
2.1-3.0 13 17
3.1-4.0 39 52
4.1-5.0 20 27
Total 75 1002

*The mean score is based on a five point scale: strongly agree = 1; disagree =
2; no opinion = 3; agree = 4; strongly agree = 5. The ratings were such that
a high score in all cases reflected positive support for use of the native
language in instruction.

A composite variable was therefore created that describes the extent to
which principals, teachers, and students use a language other than ZEnglish
outside the classroom context. The composite is composed of three items:
1)The extent to which teachers use non-English languages when interacting
with LM-LEP students; 2) the extent to which LM~LEP and English-proficient
students use English when interacting outside the classroom; and 3)
principals' use of a language other than English with non-English speaking
students. A higher score on this composite indicates greater use of a
language other than English. The distribution of this composite is shown in
Table 5.9.

h
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TABLE 5.9. Extent of non-English language use oucside
the classroom by principals, teachers, and students

Composite* Number of

Score Schools Percentage
3.0-4.0 17 23%
4.1-5.0 34 45
5.1-6.0 24 32
Total 75 100%

*The composite variable wes created by combining responses from the three
items: 1)The extent to which teachers use non-English languages when
interacting with ILM—LEP students; 2) the extent to which ILM-LEP and English-
proficient students use English wh:n interacting outside the classroom; and 3)
principals' use of a language other than English with non-English speaking
students. A higher score indicates greater non-English language use.

S5E

2. PROVISION OF TEACHER TRAINING RELEVANT TO LM-LEP STUDENTS

Districts and schools differ in the extent to which teachers of LM-LEP
students are offered and encouraged to take pre—service or in-service
course3 specifically designed to aid in teaching LM-LEP students. The
presence and extensiveness of such courses provides evidence of the school

system's commitment to quality education for LM-LEP students.

Overall, 86 percent of schools reported the presence of pre-service or
in—-service training for teachers to assist in the instruction of LM-LEP
students. Table 5.10 shows the areas in which training was most frequently
provided. Training related to the teaching of English as a Second Language

(ESL) was most frequently offered to teachers.

157
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TABLE 5.10. Areas in which pre-service or in-service
training are provided to teachers

1))

2)

3)

4)

5)

No. of
Training Area Schools Percentage

Teaching English as a Second

Language (ESL) 64 79%
Teaching math, science or social
studies in English to LM-LEP students 48 59%
Teaching the language arts of the
native language to LM-LEP students 48 59%
Teaching math, science, or social
studies in the native language to
IM-LEP students 42 52%
Teaching history, cultural or ethnic
studies associated with the background
of LM-LEP students 39 487

The total number of hours of pre-service or in-service training related
to teaching IM~LEP students and offered in the last year provides an
indication of the extensiveness of training. Of those reporting hours, 20
schools reported 1-9 hours, 17 schools reported 10-19 hours, 15 schools

reported 20-39 hours, and 10 schools reported 40 or more hours.

A composite of the extensiveness ~f training was developed based on the
number of areas (breadth) of training, and the total hours of training in
the past year. The composite ranged from a value of 0 (no training) to 10.
The distributiot of schools ¢n this composite is shown in Table 5.11.
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TABLE 5.11. Extensiveness of pre-service and in-gervice training provided
by schools to assist teachers of IM-LEP students

Extensiveness
Composite Score

0

2

10

Total

Number of Schools

Percentage

142
2

12
7

12

17

11

1002

SF

The principal of a school can have a considerable influence on the
spirit and vitality of the school, and also on the extent of striving for
academic excellence (Kean, Summers, Raivetz, & Farber, 1979; Pinck, with

PRINCIPALS' INVOLVEMENT

Wolfsfeld, 1978). 1In the previous section, principals' language background

and language attitudes were discussed.

istics of the principal are discussed:

In this section four other character-

1) attitudes toward and involvement

with LM-LEP services; 2) knowledge of and involvement with students; 3)

interaction level with teachers; and 4) influence on curriculum and teaching

methods.
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PRINCIPALS' ATTITUDES TOWARD LM-LEP SERVICES

Two questions were asked which related to the principal's attitudes
towards special services for LM-LEP studen. :. The most direct measure came
from teachers, who rated the principal's att -ude towards special services
on a scale from strong opposition (1) to strong support (5). The mean
rating of teachers was calculated for each school, and the distribution of
those means is shown in Table 5.12. The results indicate that a large
ma jority of principals were perceived as showing "strong support” for such

services.

The second measure of principal attitudes towards special services came
from the principale' reports of how many hours in the school year they had
personally devoted to planning, monitoring, or supervising special services
to LM-LEP students. Of the 67 principals providing responses, 16 reported
spending 0-9 hours, 15 reported 10-19 hours, 15 reported 20-35 hours, 12

reported 36-59 hours, and 9 reported 60 or more hours.

These two measures were combined into a composite of principal support
for special gservices in which the two items were weighted approximately
equally. The composite scores ranged from 4 to 10, with a higher score
indicating greater principal support and involvement in special services for
LM-LEP students. A distribution of scores on this composite is presented in
Table 5.13.

PRINCIPALS' INVOLVEMENT WITH STUDENTS

A principal who has extensive contact with and knowledge of students may
have a greater sense of student attitudes and abilities than a less involved
principal. Two measures of principal involvement with students were

therefore included in the study.

16&}
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TABLE 5.12. Teacher ratings of principals' support for
special services for LM-1EP st .dents

Mean Rat igg* Number of Schools Percentage

1.0-1.99 0 0z
2.0-2.99 0 0
3.0-3.49 1 1
3.5-3.99 2 2
4,0-4.49 14 16
4.5-5.0 69 _80
Total 86 100Z

*The score reported was a mean rating across teachers in a school. The
scale was: strong opposition = 1, moderate opposition = 2, neither
opposition nor support = 3, moderate support = 4, strong support = 5.

TABLE 5.13. Principals' support for and involvement in
special services for LM-LEP students

Composite Score®* Number of Schools Percentage
4.0-4.99 1 1
5.0-5.99 13 19
6.0-6.99 14 21
7.0-7.99 16 24
8.0-8.99 12 18
9.0-10.0 11 _16

Total 67 100Z

*This composite includes a measure of principal support for special services
for LM-LEP students as rated by teachers, and a measure of the hours the prin-
cipal spent in the school year planning, monitoring, or supervising such ser-
vices. A higher score represents greater support.
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First, teachers were asked to rate the extent to which the principal
knew 2bout the school or life experiences of individual students in their
classes (“very little” = 1, "a moderate amount” = 2, or "quite a lot" = 3).
Mean teacher ratings on this item were then calculated for each school. The
results indicated that the mean teacher rating was between 1 and 1.5 in no
schools, between 1.5 and 2 in 23% of schools, between 2 and 2.5 in 42
percent of schools, and between 2.5 and 3 in 35 percent of schools.

Second, principals themselves reported how often in a typical school week
they had conversati~sns of at least five minutes with individual students
about their school or life experiences (not includir. disciplinary inter-
actions). Of the 69 principals who responded, 15 reported 2 or fewer such
conversations per week, 17 reported 3-5 conversations, 11 reported 7-10
zonversations, 17 reported 11-20 conversations, and 9 reported more than 20

conversations.

The two variables were combined into a composite of principals' invol" -
ment with students. The composite scores ranged from 4 to 1), with a higher
score indicating greater involvement by the principal. A distribution of

scores on the composite is presentad {n Table 5.14.

PRINCIPALS' INTERACTIONS WITH TEACHERS

A principal who has frequent interactions with teachers may have greater
ability to influence instructionil practices and outcomes than a principal
who has fewer interactions. The study asked three questions of principals
relating to this issue: 1) the number of group meetings with teachers
during the school year to discuss curricular and teaching issues; 2) the
number of meetings with individual teachers in the school year to discuss
curricular and teaching i1ssues; and 3) the number of hours in the school
year devoted to observing classroom instruction. Principals reported a
median of 10 group meetings with teachers, a median of 30 meetings with

individual teachers, and a median of 80 hours of classroom observation.

i62
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TABLE 5.14. Principals' knowledge of and involvement with students
Composite Score Number of Schools Percentage
4.0-4.99 6 92
5.0-5-99 11 16
6.0-6.99 10 14
7.0-7.99 i4 20
8.0-8.99 12 17
9.0-9.99 10 14
10.0-11.0 _6 9
Totel 69 100%

In order to create a composite, principals were divided into five
approximately equal-sized groups on each of the three variables, and given a
score of 1 to 5 based on that categorization. The three scores were then
added to create a composite with a range of 3 to 15. The distribution of
scores on this composite of principal interactions with teachers is shown in
Table 5.15.

SF.4  EXTENT PRINCIPALS' PuILOSOPHY IS REFLECTED IN SCHOOL CURRICULA AND METRODS

Principals and teachers were hoth asked to rate the extent to which the
principal's educational philosophy and values were reflected in the
curricula and teaching methods used by teachers. The response alternatives
were 1 = not at all, 2 = to a slight extent, 3 = moderately well, and 4 =
very well. The mean response of the teachers was then calculated for each

school.
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i
TABLE 5.15. Extensiveness of principal interactions with
teachers relating to instruction I
Composite Score Number of Schools Percentage
3 2 3 II
4 7 11
5 4 6
6 4 6
7 3 5
8 7 11
9 8 13
1¢ 9 14
11 5 8
12 6 S
13 6 9
14 2 3
1s 1 _2
Total 64 1002

Table 5.16 shows the distributions of scores on these items. For
principals, the table shows the actual distribution of responses, while for
teachers the table shows the distribution of school means across teachers.
As the data from teachers and principals show, principals' philosophies and

values are reflected to at least a moderate extent in the great majority of

s~hools.
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TABLE 5.16. Ratings by principale and teache-s of the extent to
which the prir~ipal's philosophy and values are
reflected in school curriculs and methods

Rating by Principals Mewn Rating by Teachers

Rating or Range Number of Number of
of Ratingp* Schools Percentage Schools Percentage
1 0 1) 4 o o
2 4 5 13 15
3 41 56 61 71
4 28 38 12 1
Total 73 1002 86 1002

*Ratings by both principals and teachers are pregented at the school level.
Fo. principals this is an actual rating, while for teachers it is a school
mean rounded to the nearest whole number. The scale is: 1 = not ar all, 2 =
to a slight extent, 3 = moderately well, 4 = very well.

A composite score on this variable was created by combining the
principal rating with the mean teacher rating in the same school. The mean
teacher rating was weighted approximately twice as high us che principal
rating, to reflect teachers' g-eater knowledge of actual classroom
practice. The resulting composite had a range frow 6.75 to 11.4. The
distribution of composite scores is presented in Table 5.17. The results

indicate that there is considerable variation among schools in the study.

=
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TABLE 5.17. Extent to which the principal's phi losophy and values are
reflected in school curricula and methods

Composite Score® Number of Schools Percentage
6.75~ +.99 12 162
8.00- 8.99 10 14
9.00- 9.99 30 41

10.00-11.40 2l 29

Total 73 100%

*This composite is a combination of pzrincipal and teacher ratings, with the

mean teacher rating in a school weighted twice that uf the principal rating. A
higher scor: means that principals' philosophy and values were rerorted to be
more reflected in the school's curricula and methods.

56

G. ATTITUDES OF NON-LANGUAGE-MINORITY PARENTS

The community enviromment in which LM-LEP student receive services also
may have an indirect influence on the nature and results of those services.
In order to examine community attitudes, principals were asked about the
attitudes of non-language-minority parents concerning the presence of LM-LEP
students in the school, and the attitudes of those parents concerning
special services provided to LM~LEP students.

Of the 69 principals providing responses, 2 said that non-language-
minority parents were "generally negative” concerning the presence of LM-LEP
students, 16 said they were "2bout equally positive and negative,” 33 said

they were "generally positive,” and 18 said they were "very Jositive.” On
the issue of LM-LEP services, of the 68 principals responding, 2 principals
said that non-language-minority parents "generally oppose such services,” 24
said that parents “have no real feelings one way or another about such

services,” and 42 said that parents "are generally in favor of such

165

servi.es.”
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A corpcsite of the attitudes of non-language-minority parents was
created by combining responses from these two items. The couposite .. res

ranged from 4 to 8. The distribution of those scores is shown in Table 5.18.

TABLE 5.18. Attitudes of non-language-minority parents concerning
the presence of and service for LM-LEP students.

Composite Score* Number of Schools Percentage
4 1 22
5 9 14
6 17 27
7 22 34
8 15 ' 23
Total 64 100%

*This composite includes two items conceruing attitudes toward the presence
of LM-LEP stucdents in the school, and towards special services for those LM-LEP
students. A higher score represents more positive attitudes.

5H H. POLICIES AND PRACTICES RELATING TO ENTRY AND EXIT FROM
LM-1EP SERVICES

Another important aspect of school context is the practices and
procedures through which students are identified as limited-English-
proficient, enter into educational programs designed for them, and
eventually leave these programs. An understanding of these processes
contributes to overall study objectives in two ways. It can suggest the
need to define new variables which will enter into subsequent data analyses

and, also, it can provide a valuable explanatory coutext which will clarify

167
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how certain observed relationships came to be. 1In the discussion that
follows attention will be directed especially to three crucial seiection
factors--instructional programs available, gpace available, and reassignment

philosophy.

BECOMING A LEP

From the perspective of the child, the process of receiving IM-LEP
services usually beg .s with a decision by the school that he or she might
be eligible for or henefit frowm the various special services the school is
able to provide. From this pool of children who might be LM-LEP, the
schools must determine in some way, usually through testing, who is and who
is not LM~LEP according to the district definition. As shown in Table 5.19,
the predomiaant means of determining who might be LM-LEP was to have the
parents complete a home language survey. Usually such questionnaires
included a question similar to that used by one large school system in the

study: “What language is customarily used at home?"

As an alternative to a home language survey, many schools simply asked
parents the relevant questions when they came to enroll the child in the

school.

A third procedur< was to rely on the judgment of the classroom teacher.
After observing the students' classroom participation during the first few
weeks of the gsemester, teachers may suggest that certain students be tested.
Often teacher judgment was relied on in addition to home language surveys or
asking parents. In five of the schools it was tentatively assumed that
children with Hispanic surnames might be limited-English-proficient and the
school then used teacter judgment to confirm that the appropriate students

were included in the group to be evaluated. e

The ma jor exception to the above procedures occurred in five schools in
which the students were "assumed to be LEPS.” These five schools were all
located in one relatively small school district that was overwhelmingly
Hispanic: The district policy is to provide a standard curriculum that
enploys academic instruction in both Spanish and English to all first

16~
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graders. Only in subsequent years does the school face the problem of who
is to be provided with special sarvices because of limited English

proficiency.

In all the schools with the exception of the five schools just discussed
in which no evaluation or testing of first graders occurred, the standard
procedure was to test all the students who might be IM-LEP with an
English-proficiency test and to assign the student a LM-LEP classification
based on a test score. As shown in Table 5.20, most of the schools used
commercially available tests such as the Language Assessment Scale (LAS),
The Language Assessment Battery (LAB), and Basic Inventory of Natural
Language (BINL). In addition, a number of schools used locally developed

tests.

One aspect of the classification process that seemed to vary
considerably was the flexibility school administrators and teachers had in
categorizing children as limited-English-proficient. At one extreme were
schools in which the sc-res on the test were essentially the only factor
taken into consideration. Any child who scored below the cut-off point then
was automatically classified limited-English-proficient. At the other
extreme were schools in which test scores were advisory rather than
determinative. School administrators in conjunction with teachers, and
sometimes in conjunction with special LM-LEPY placement boards, could
classify a child as LM-LEP or not, using their best judgment of the child's

capabilities, -egardless of test scores.

5H.2  INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS AVAILABLE IN THE SCHOOL

After a child has been evaluated and determined to be limited-English-
proficient, the school must face the problem of assigning the student to an
appropriate classroom and program of study. Aside from the home language,
English language abilities, and other educationally related student
characteristics, two school-level features are of great importance: the
types of programs available at the school and the overall demand for the

special programs.

i6J
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TABLE 5.19. Procedures used to identify potential LM-LEP studeants

No.

of Schools

Howe language survey only

Home language survey and teacher
judgment

School questions parents regarding
language competencies of child

Hispanic surnames plus teacher judgment
Sch)ol questions parents regarding
larguage competencies of child plus
teacher judgment

Teacher judgment only

No evaluation process (All given
identical services)

Total

40

12

~
& wv

Perce ntage
542

16

12

1002

-

TABLE 5.20. Tests used to determine language proficiency i
Test Used No. of Schools Percentage l
Language Assessment Scale 21 282
Language Assessment Battery 13 17 '
Locally developed language
assessment instrument 11 15 .
BINL 10 13
Language dominance test (unspecified) 6 8 l
Idea Oral Proficiency Test 4 5 '
Oral Language Deve lopment Test 3 4
LAS and Idea Oral Proficiency Test 2 3 l
No exam used ] 1
Total 75 100Z l
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A child can only be assigned to the services that are available, and the
schools in the study differed considerably in the services they provided.
Detailed responses given to team leaders as part of the Programs and
Procedures Interview made it possible to classify schools with regard to
whether they provided for any of their first and third grade LM-LEP
students: (1) an educational program that included academic i:struction
using the native language; (2) an educational program that used only the the
English language for academic instruction and that included as well a
special program of English instruction for Li.-LEP students; or (3) both
types of programs, but for different students. Further whether the services
were available only to students of th: predominant minority language at the
school or whether they were available also to students from other minority

language backgrounds was taken into consideration.

Tables 5.21 and 5.22 identify the basic options school administrators
had when they assigned entering LM-~LEP students to special services.
Comparison of the two tables makes it clear that the kinds of instructional
gservices available to the LM-LEP students who comprised the predominant
language group at a schocol were significantly different from those available
to the students from other language backgrounds. A great majority of the
schools provided academic instruction using the native language for at least
some of their IM-LEP students from the school's predominant language-minority
group. The schools were far less likely, however, to provide such services
for any of their students with native languages other than the predominant

one.

For the students from the non-predominant language-minority background,
academic instruction entirely in English with a special program in English
fnstruction was most likely to be the single set of available instructional
services. This difference suggests that in later outcome analyses it may be
useful to compare LM-LEP students who had available to them both an
instructional program using the native language and an all-English-medium
special English program with those who did not. It may be that the lack of
placement options at the school level preven :d the proper placement of some

students and adversely influenced their subsequent academic achievement.
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TABLE 5.21. Program types available at study schools for
predominant language-minority students
No. of
Programs Offered Schools Percentage

1. An educational program that includes academic

instruction using the native language 25 35%
2. An educational program with academic instruc-

tion entirely in English as well 3s a special

program of English instruction for LM-LEP

students 13 18
3. Both 1 and 2 above provided to different

students 34 47

Total 72 1002

TABLE 5.22. Program types available at study schools for
non-predominant language-minority students
No. of
Programs Offered Schools Percentage

1. An educational program that includes academic

instruction using the native language 10 142
2. An educational program with academic

instruction entirely in English as well

as a special program of English instruction

for LM-LEP students 23 33
3. Both 1 and 2 above provided to different

studentae 6 9
4. No program for speakers of other than the

predominant language minority group 29 43

Total 72 100%
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5H.3  ASSIGNING LM-LEP STUDENTS TO SERVICES

Almost all schools have some formal way, usually through the use of
English proficiency tests, of ascertaining the linguistic competencies of
their students. Usually, too, schools have a stated policy for assigning
students to services based on their scores on the various entry tests. For
example, in one district the policy was that entering first-grade students
who scored at or below a certain level on the district's English competency
test were assigned to the instructional program that included academic
instruction using the native lang age. Students who scored somewhat higher
but below another cut—off were assigned to the special program of English
instruction. Finally, students who scored above the higher cut-off were

placed in mainstream English classrooms with no support services.

Usually these placement policies are devised with great care. Often
second language development specialists, special disirict committees, and
state or federal courts have an influence on their formation. However, in
discussing the assigmment and reagssigmment processes with school officials,
team leaders often found that schools were following policies different from
either the stated policies of the district or the stated policies of the

school.

Of the 61 schools for which we are confident we know what the initial
assignment process is, about half (31) can be said to be following the
stated guidelines of the school and district. Chfildren were evaluated,
tested, and assigned to services following the school's publicly stated

assignment procedures.

In 30 other schools, however, school officials were not able to follow
the guidelines, usually because of a shortage of qualified teachers or a
lack of classroom space. Most commonly, the shortages affected schools that
provided academic instruction in the native language. In 23 of these 30
schools, school officials indicated in various ways that eligible students
were admitted t» such programs only if there was room. What follows are

quotes from team leader interviews with administrators at three such schools:

— ——— — DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATES. INC.




5-30

"The Spanish speakers with the least English go into
bilingual classrooms; the others go into regular classrooms.
If they had more bilingual teachers, they would have more
kids in bilingual classrooms."

"Usually A's (those who scored lowest on the district English
competency test) go into self-contained bilingual classrooms;
B's and C's (those who scored higher) receive pull-out
bilingual instruction. However, the self-contained
classrooms are over-enrolled and kids who might be put into
them are put into other classrooms. Also, there is really
not enough room in the pull-out bilingual program, either.”

"Sometimes there is an abundance of LEP students and services
are provided to those with the biggest need as determined by
test scores and teacher judgment.”

Overall, providing a special program in English to all eligible LM-LEP
students does not appear as difficult a problem as providing instruction
using the native language. Nonetheless, 11 schools indicated that because
of shortages they were unable to provide LEP children with the special

included 6 schools that also were unable to provide academic instruction

using the native language to all those eligible under the stated guidelines.)

One team leader reported the following situation in a major urban school

system:

“"There is a provision in the teacher's union contract that states that a
teacher cannot provide instruction to more than 75 students during any
week. In most schools there is only one ESL teacher assigned per
building. Yet in every one of the studied schools there are more than
75 LEP students in each school. Therefore ESL pullout instruction is
provided only to the LEP students who need it the most.”

Another team leader reported that at least in one school the
avallability of teachers and classroom spaces seem to affect the LM-LEP

classification process itself:

"When sufficient space is unavailable in the ESL classes,
students receive no special services. When finalizing the
rosters for this study, the principal classified auy such
students as "former LEPs” even though some classroom teachers
felt that at least some of these students were still LEPs. The
principal's position was that only those being served were LEPs.”

English services they were eligible for under the stated guidelines. (This '

174
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The above discussion of initial assignment procedures suggests that it
will be worthwhile to examine the degree to which the inability of schools

v

to provide the level of service they deem appropriate reiates to the subse-

quent academic achievement of students attending such schools.

SH.4  REASSESSMENT

Another systemsi.ic selection i1ssue arises some time after the initial
assignment process, when it is necessary to decide whether to continue
gservices or to transfer the child to a different set of services. Usually
the reassessment occurs at the end of the school year when school
administrators begin thinking about classroom assigmments for the following

year.

In the schools that provide academic instruction in the native language,
two very different selection philosophies seemed to be operative. In some
schools these native language programs are believed to be complete curricula
of a fixed and pedagogically defensible duration. Students enter the
program at some point, usually first grade or kindergarten, and continue in
the program until it terminates, usually at the end of the third or fourth
grade. Students continue without regard to their English abilities or test
scores. They then exit to mainstream all-English classrooms, sometimes to
all-English classes for the gifted and talented. However, if at the end of
the program their English abilities are below some standard, they are
usually provided with ESL or bilingual support services in addition to the

mainstream all-English classroom instruction.

The alternative reassigmment philosophy in programs that provide
academic instruction using the native language is to view the programs as a
temporary support, to be used only as long as iecessary. A LM-LEP
coordinator in a school which followed this approach explained his school's

gselection procedure as follows:

"The school's philosophy is to place LEP students in an all-
English-medium classroom as soon as possible. The evaluation as
to when they are ready is mainly based on teacher evaluation.
Bilingual instruction is usually terminated when the child can
read one year below grade level."”

175
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The composition of the classrooms in which academic instruction using
i the native language is provided will vary greatly depending on which of the
’ reassignment procedures is followed, especially by the third grade. 1I1f the

Al

operating assumption is that once you are in, you stay in until program
termination, then the program will encompass students with a wide range of
academic and oral English abilities. However, if students are removed from
these classrooms as their English competencies approach those of native
English speakers, then by the third grade the program will consist
predominantly of students who either have difficulty learning English or
have difficulty scoring well on tests designed to evaluate their English and
academic abilities (or both).

Ir order to explore the consequences of _hese two pedagogical
approaches, a school-level reassigmment philosophy variable has been created
for those schools that provide academic native language instruction. Thus
it will be possible to examine the effect reassigmment philosophy
contrib.tes to the efficacy of programs that utilize academic native

language instruction.

51 I. SUMMARY

This ch.,..er describes a series of school level variables which may
potentially have an impact on the academic achievement of LM-LEP students in
the Longitudinal Study. Although the data are presented at the school
level, the relevant data will later be transferred onto individual student
racords. These school variables will then be available for use as control

and predictor variables in outcome analyses.

The variables which are described fall into seven basic categories: (1)
general characteristics of the school; (2) academic climate; (3) school
language enviromment; (4) teacher training relevan: to LM-LEP students; (5)
principals' involvement in school affairs; (6) att{tudes of the non-language-
minority community; and (7) policies and practices relating to entry and

exit from LM-LEP services. The result. indicate that there is considerable

diversity among schools on variables within each of these categories.

. 5o
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The analytic plan is to enter all of these variables into analyses to
determine which are most strongly related to academic ocutcomes. Literature
reviews and preliminary examination of variables suggest that special atten-
tion should be paid to the following variables in the analysis: (1) the
percentage of the school's total enro.ilment who are LM-LEP students; (2)
lauguage use outside the :lassroom; (3) extensiveness of principals’
interactions with teachers; and (4) the nature of erxit criteria from special

services for LM-LEP students.
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Chapter 6. ELEMENTS OF INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES1

6A A. ODUCTION

In thig study the natui'e of the instructional services provided to
stude ts 1s defined by seven categories of variables: the academic subjects
taught; the amount of instruction in academic subjects; the language of
instruction; the organization of instruction; the materials used for
instruction; characteristics of the inetructional staff; and characteristics

of English language ..~ts instruction.

The data for this chapter were drawn from two sources. Data on the
subject taught, the amount of instruction, and the languages used for the
instruction in ea~h subject were drawn from the Instructional Language
Record completed by each academic teacher. Data on teacher background
characteristics and on other characteristics that define the nature of the
instructian provided to studeuts were drawn from the Instructional Staff

Questionnaire.

For each student, the teacher who provided the largest proportion of
academic instruction per week (and at least 12 hours of academic instruction
~“er week) was designated 2s the "main academi~ teacher.” The .ata provided
by the main academic teacher in particular were considere”’ to be important
sinc. these data represent the predominant characteristics of the

instruction received by students.

For ce-tain variables, however, it is ~1so important to consider the
¢ atribution of other teachers of the student. Therefore, for certain
analyses, the data were a.30 ex~‘ined in an aggregated form, in waich the
7zta from all academic teachers of an individual student have been combined
to produce oue c~mposite value representiry the total academic instruction

provided to the stident.

llhhreviations and othe: special terms used 1n thig study are d<fine.r in the
[:R\!:sary, in Appendix A,
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Finally, main and aggregated teachers were also identified separately
for English language arts instruction and for mathematics instruction. This
was done in order to be able to link teacher background characteristics with

achievement in English language arts and .athematiecs in particular.

For 97 percent of the students, the main mathematics teacher was the
same as the main academic teacher; for 94 percent of the students, the mafn
English language arts teacher and the main academic teacher were the same.
Thus, in general, the background and instructional characteristics reported
for main academic teachers also represent the characteristics of main

mathematics and main English language arts teachers.

In view of the importance of English language skills for the students in
chis study, some further discussicn is presented regarding the instructional
services provided in the subject. Data on the English language background
and approach to English language arts instruction for the main English

teacher and for all English language arts teachers are also described.

All data in this chapter refer to students rather than to teachers.
Thus, percentages refer to the perceiitage of students to wh.um certain
teacher attributes or organizational attributes apply rather than to the
percentage of teachers themselves. Similarly when means are presented, they
2re means in which each student is entered once. To accomplish this, data
for each teacher were treated as attributes of that teacher's students. In
other words, it was assumed that the teacher's responses to questionnaire
items were, in a sense, student characteristics because they described the

kinds of instructional persoinel and instructional procedures affecti g the

student.

It 1s importart to understand that data in this chapter are to be
regarded as descriptive of the Longitudinal Study sample~-not as population
estimates ror the nat{onal population of IM-LEP stud 'nts. The purpose of
the data presented here is to provide backgrourd information which will be

taken into account when subsequent analyses of a "r<litional” type are

carried out.
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€8 B. ACADEMIC SUBJECTS TAUGHT

Instructiona’ services for elementary-level LM-LEP students may show
some variation in the specific academic subjects taught. For example,
jnstruction in rative language reading and other native language arts may be
included in some programs but not in others. When native language arts,
including reading, are taught, it may be in addition to instruction in
English reading and language arts. In other instances, however, native
language reading may be taught earlier and English reading may be introduced
at a later point in the prngram. Aside from differences in language arts
instruction, some special instructional services that are focused on English
development may be substituted for instruction in other academic subjects

such a8 science and social studies.

As ceen from the data in Table 6.1, 74 percent of the grade 1 LM-LEP
students in the sample received instruction in reading in their native
language; in comparison, 66 percent of LM-LEP gtudents received native
language reading instruction at grade 3. The difference in number of
students receiving native language arts instruction was paralleled by a
substantial difference in English reading instruction: about 25 percent
mot> LM-LEP students at grade 3 relative to grade 1 received instruction in
English reading. Almost all LM-LEP students received instruction in
mathematics, scieace, and social stu [es--as was also true for the EP/LIS

and EP/Comp students.

The students in the EP/LIS saaple were distiaguished in some ways from
both the LM-LEP students and the EP/Comp students. EP/LIS students were
more similar to ZP/Comp students in terms of the proportion uf students who
received instruction in regular English reading and other language arts, in
mathematics, and in social studies. A relatively small proportion of EP/LIS
students Iin comparisor. to LM-LEP students received special instruction in
English language arts; also EP/LIS students were less likely than IM-LEP
students to be taught the language arts of a language other than English.
However, EP/LIS students were about as likely as IM-LEP students to receive

ethnic heritage instruction.

5
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TABLE 6.1. Percantage of students in LM-LEP, EP/LIS and EP/Comp samples l
receiving instruction in specific academic subjects
Grade 1 Grade 3 l
LM-LEP EP/LIS EP/Comp LM-LEP EP/LIS EP/Comp
Sub jects: '
Regular English®
Reading 55% 962 100% 81% 982 992 l
Other? 6€ 98 99 84 98 99 '
Special Englishd
Oral English 87 28 NA 76 29 NA .
Reading and Other? 58 25 NA 62 27 NA
Native Language .
Reading 74 24 NA 66 25 NA .
Otherb 66 17 NA 52 22 NA
Mathemat.cs 98 99 98 98 96 95 i
Science 96 97 97 97 97 98
Social Studies 96 99 97 97 99 98 l
Ethnic Heritage 68 59 26 66 70 23 '
No. of Students® 4947~ 854~ 479- 3732- 793- 497-
5389 913 480 4064 911 499 I
8"Regular English” refers to the English instruction provided to monolingual
English~speaking students and other students who are proficien% in English. l
"Special English” refers to an instructional program, such as ESL, that utilizes
materials and methods especially designed for teaching English to LM-LEP students.
b"other” refers to other language arts, i.e., language arts other than reading .
for regular English; language arts other than reading and oral English for
special English instruction. '
CA range of number nf cases i{s provided, because the number of valid cases
varies for different subject areas. I
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LM-LEP studeuts from the three language groups (Spanish, Chinese, other)
were differentially likely to receive instruction in several academic
subjects. As shown in Table 6.2, grade 1 Chinese language aad other
language students were less 1likelv to receive instruction in native language
arts and more likely to receive regular instruction in English reading and
other language arts, in comparison to the Spanish language students. At
grade 3, however, an increased proportion of Spanish language students

received regular English language arts instruction.

To some extent, Chinese language students were less likely to receive
instruction in academic subjects other than language arts. At grade 1, in
comparison to students in the Spanish language and other language groups,
Chinese language students were less like  to receive science and social
studies instruction. The Chinese language students were, however, more
likely to receive ethnic heritage {nstruction. At grade 3 they are somewhat

less likely to receive instruction in social studies and mathematics.

The data in Table 6.C thus show that there were some important
differences between the language groups in the proportion of students who
received instruction in the various academic subjects. The differences may
subsequently be related to differential levels of academic success for

students from different language groups.

6C C. AMOUNT OF INSTRUCTION IN ACADEMIC SUBJECTS

Instructional services provided to different groups of students may
include the same range of subject areas but may vary in the amount of time
allotted to instruction in thecse subjects. This is an important factor in |
that wuch research has pointed to the significance for achievement outcomes

of "time on task” or "engaged time," and of the amount of time spent in

study of a particular subject (Fisher et al., 1978; Roshenshine & Berliner,
1978; Wiley & Harnischfeger, 1974).
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TABLE 6.2. Percentage of LM-LEP students in Spanish, Chinese, and other
language groups receiving instruction in specific academic subjects

Grade 1 Grade 3
Spanish Chinese Other Spanish Chinese Other
Subjects:
Regular Englishd
Reading 487 82% 932 792 812 97%
Other? 62 83 93 81 90 97
Special Englishd
Oral English 88 88 75 76 77 70
Reading and OtherP 58 61 57 63 40 60
Native Language
Reading 81 68 25 71 66 30
Other? 72 45 28 54 66 25
Mathematics 99 89 98 98 89 99
Science 96 86 98 97 93 99
Social Studies 96 88 98 97 89 99
Ethnic Heritage 67 84 67 65 67 74
No. of Students¢ 4161- 207~ 578~ 3114- 200~ 416~
4554 213 662 3387 216 461

8"Regular English” refers to the English instruction provided to monolingual
English-speaking students and other students who are proficient in English.
"Special English” refers to an instructional program, such as ESL, that utilizes
materials and methods especially designed for teaching English to LM-LEP students.

b"0ther” refers to other language arts, i.e., language arts other than reading
for regular English; language arts other than reading and oral English for
special Engiish instruction.

CA range of number of cases is provided, because the number of valid cases
varies for different subject areas.
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Table 6.3 presents the data on average number of hours per week of
instruction in academic subjects for IM-LEP, E¥/LIS, and EP/Cowp students.
In Table 6.4, the same data are pre ented for IM-LEP students by language
group. When students did not receive instruction in a particular subject

area, a value of zero hours was included in the group mean.

The data in Tables 6.3 and 6.4 indicate that at both grade levels, LM-LEP
students (and especially Spanish language LM-LEP stidents) received more
hours of academic instruction overall than did the English-proficiert
students. Although these differences may have been due to incomplete or
inaccurate reporting by teachers, a more likely explanation is that LM-LEP
students were receiving some of their special English instruction or native
language instruction whi le their English-proficient peers were receiving

art, music, physical education, or other types of instruction.

The three sample groups at both grade levels were very similar in the
mean number of hours of instruction in mathematics and in science. This was
also true for social studies instruction, with the exception of a higher
mean for EP/Comp students at grade 3. Hu.aver, differences between the
sample groups are seer for Ehglish and native language arts instruction, and
the pattern of means reflects the patterns found for the percentage of
students receiving instruction. For example, Table 6.3 shows that grade 1
LM-LEP students received significantly less instruction in regular English
language arts than the EP/LIS and EP/Comp students. For LM-LEP students
there was a combined mean of about 5 hours per week of instruction in
regular English (reading and other language arts) as contrasted with about 9

to 11 hours per week respectively for the other two groups. However, the

difference in amount of English instruction between the groups is narrowed
congiderably if special instruction in English is also considered. The
LM-LEP students received an average of about 3 hours of special instruction

in oral English and about another hour of instruction in reading and other

English language arts. A similar pattevn for hours of instruction in

|
i! regular and special English language arts is seen in the da’a for grade 3. |
»
' LM~LEP students on the average received more hours of instruction in

native language arts than did EP/LIS students; this is more evident for

i
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TABLE 6.3. Mean number

of hours per week of instruction in all

academic subjects for LM-LEP, EP/LIS, and EP/Comp students?d

Subjects:
Regular Englishb

Reading
Other¢
Regular English To

Special Englishb

Oral English
Reading and Other®
Special English To

Native Language

Reading

Other¢

Native Language To
Mathematics

Science

Social Studies

Ethnic Beritagg

Total

No. of Studentsd

Grade 1
LM-LEP EP/LIS EP/Comp
2.6 5.5 6.5
2.1 3.3 4.5
tal (4.7) (8.8) (11.0
2.7 0.6 NA
1.1 0.5 NA
tal (3.8) (1.1) (NA)
3.5 0.6 NA
2.1 0.4 NA
tal (5.6) (1.0) (NA)
4.3 4.2 4.2
1.7 1.6 1.5
1.8 1.8 1.7
0.4 0.4 0.1
(22.3) (18.9) (18.5)
4787~ 738- 449-
5286 863 480

Grade 3
LM-LEP EP/LIS EP/Comp
3.8 5.8 5.6
3.0 4.1 4,7
(6.8) (9.9) (10.3)
1.9 0.5 NA
1.4 0.6 NA
(3.3) (1.1) (NA)
2.4 1.1 NA
1.3 0.5 NA
3.7 (1.6) (NA)
4.5 4.3 4.4
1.3 1.6 1.9
1.9 1.9 2.2
0'4 0l3 0-1
(22.4) (20.7) (18.9)
3624~ 769- 477-
3963 891 499

9The means are based on all students for whom data were obtained; when students
did not receive instruction in a particular subject area, a value of zero hours
was included in the mean.

b"Regular English” refers to the English instruction provided to monolingual
English-speak.ng students and other students who are proficient in English
"Special English” refers to an instructional program, such as ESL, that utilizes

materials and methods especially designed for teaching English to LM-LEP students.

C"Other” refer to other language arts, i.e., language arts other than reading
for regular English; language arts other than reading and oral Engligh for
special English instruction.

dA range of number of cases is provided, because the number of valid cases

varies for different subject areas.
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TABLE 6.4. Mean number of hours per week of instruction in all academic
subjects for Spanish, Chinese, and other language students?

Grade 1 Grade 3
Subjects: Spanish Chinese Other Spanish Chinese Other
Regular Englishb
Reading 2.1 4.4 5.1 3.7 3.8 5.0
Other¢ 1.9 2.8 3.4 2.9 3.7 4.0
Regular English Total (4.0) (7.2) (8.5) (6.6) (7.5) (9.0)
special Englishb
Oral English 2.9 2.4 1.7 1.9 1.9 1.5
Reading and Other® 1.1 1.5 0.8 1.4 1.2 1.0
Special English Total (4.0) (3.9) (2.5) (3.3) (3.1) (2.5)
Native Language
Reading 4-0 01‘4 1-2 2-7 1-3 007
Other¢ 2.3 0.4 1.0 1.4 0.7 0.4
Native Language Total (6.3) (1.3) (2.2) (4.1) (2.0) (1.1)
Mathematics 4.4 4.0 4.1 4.5 3.9 4.3
Science 1.7 1.5 1.7 1.8 1.2 1.6
Social Studies 1.9 1.6 1.8 2.0 1.5 1.9
Ethnic Heritage 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.6
Total (22.7) (20.0) (21.3) (22.7) (19.6) (21.0)
No. of Studentsd 4054~ 182- 551- 3033- 188-  403-
4461 212 631 3306 208 456

2The means are based on all students for whom data were obtained; when students
did not receive instruction in a particular subject area, a value of zero hours
was included in the mean.

b"Regular English” refers to the English instruction provided to monolingual
English-speaking students and other students who are proficient in English
"Special English” refers to an instructional program, such as ESL, that utilizes
materials and methods especially des’gned for teaching Eaglish to LM-LEP students.

C"Cther” refer to other language arts, i.e., language arts other than reading
for regular English; language ar-s other than reading and oral English for
special English instruction.

da range of number of cases is provided, because the number of valid cases
varies for different subject areas.
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grade 1 than for grade 3. In Table 6.3, the combined means at grade 1 for
native language arts (reading and other) are about 6 hours per week for

LM-LEP students and only about 1 hour per week for EP/LIS students.

For IM-LEP students, differences were found across the Spanish, Chinese,
and other language groups. Chinese and other language students received
more instruction in regular English language arts than Spanish language
students, and received less instruction in special English language arts.
Students in the other language group came closest to the mean number of
hours of instruction found for English-proficient students, particularly at
grade 3; they received a total of 8.5 hours of recular English at grade 1

and 9 hours at grade 3. These students also received the least instruction

in speciai English.

Spanish language students received substantially more instruction per
week in native language arts than students in the nther language groups.
Spanish language students also tended to receive somewhat more instruction
in mathematics, science, and social studies than did Chinese and other

language students, and also move than EP/LI5 and EP/Comp stude..s.

In summary the data on mean hours per week of academic instruction
indicate that there were differences in the mean number of hours ~f
instruction in individual subject areas not only for LM-LEP versus
English-proficient students but also among the three LM~LEP student language
groups. Such differences, particularly if maintained through the next years
of schooling, may affect the students' level of academic success in those

subjects.

6D D. LANGUAGE OF INSTRUCTION

A most significant factor in instruction of LM-LEP students is the
language that 1s used in providing academic instruction. Very different
approaches exist, ranging from those in which only English is used to those
in which all or almost all instructiosn is presented through the use of the

I€:
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native languuge; in between these two alternatives are approaches that use
all possible ratios of the two languages for instruction (Young et al.,
1984).

USF OF ENGLISH FOR INSTRUCTION

The amount of native language versus English language use in instruction
generally will vary from subject to subject. Table 6.5 presents the
average, acro s students, of the percentage of English use for instruction
in the various subject areas; these data are presented for the large

language groups in each grade.

For all groups, both regular English instruction and special Englibh
instruction included very high levels of English language use; the means
indicare that there was about 5 to 10 percent use of the students' native
language in these subjects, presumably for explanation and clarification of
instruction. For other academic subjects, the means at bo-: grades reflect
a level of native language use consistent with its use for sc¢ie primary
instruction--i.e., the native language was used not only as a « viort for
English language instruction but also as a means of presenting ne. facts and

concepts.

The means for the other language students showed the highest levels of
Engl{sh language use for mathematics, science, social studies, and ethnic
heritage instruction. The lowest levels of English language use in these
subjects were found for the Spanish language students; however, even for

this group the means were all above 50 percent.

The mean levels of English language use for English ianguage arts
instruction (both regular and special instruction) were high for both
grades. For the non-language academic subjecta, the level of English
language use for instruction was higher for grade 3 students than for grade

1 students.

)
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TABLE 6.5. Mean percentage of use of English for instruction
of LM-LIP students in acadsmic subjects®

48 T-E ==

Grade 1 Grade 3
Spanish Chinese Other Spanish Chinese Other
Subjects:
Regular Englishb
Reading 952 882 932 95% 902 942
Other¢ 90 87 92 93 87 93
Special Eng;is“b
Oral Englisn 93 i 92 94 94 94 91
Reading and Other€ 91 Q? 93 94 88 89
Mathematics 61 71 86 78 80 87
Science 59 69 86 75 79 87
Social Studies 58 67 84 75 78 84
Ethnic Heritage 55 59 63 69 65 71
No. of Studentsd 1878-  125- 302- 1829- 72- 239-
4416 188 598 3252 179 449

3The percentage of English language use 1s based on the average percentage of

English language use reported over the fall, winter, and spring data collection
periods.

b“Regular English” refers to the English instruction provided to monolingual
English-speaking studeats and other students who are proficient 1in English.
"Special English"” refers to an instructional program, such as ESL, that utilizes
materials and methods especially designed for teaching English to LM-LEP srudents.

C"Otker” refers to other language arts, i.e., language arts other than reading
for regular English; language arts other than reading and oral English for
special English instruction.

da range of number of students is p-ovided, since the number of valid cases
varies by subject area. The mean percentage for each subject is based on data
for those students who receive instruction imn the relevant subject; therefore,
the range of numbers of students is broader in this table than in Tables 6.1-6.4.

19,
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6D.2 USE OF SIMPLIFIED ENGLISH

In completing the Instructioral Laznguage Record, teachers indicated
whether the English they used in teaching was primarily a simplified form of
English or regular English (not modified for LM-LEP students). “Simplified
English™ was defined as the deliberate simplitication of vocabulary and
sentence structure so that the English used is more easily comprehended by a
language-minority limited-English-proficient child. For LM-LEP students,
the use of simplified English is expected to facilitate acquisition of both
English and content area knowledge (Krashen, 1982; Krashen & Terrell,

1983). This variable is a major component in the definition of service

clusters, discussed in Chapter 7.

In Table 6.6, data are presented on the use of simplified English for
LM-LEP students from the Spenish, Chinese, and other language groups. The

data are from the winter data collection only.1

The data show that Spanish language students were more likely than
Chinese and other language students to receive simplified English for
instruction that was presented in English. This pattern was found at both
grades 1 and 3. The data also show that Chinese language students were more

likely to receive simplifiea English in grade 1 than in grade 3.

At both grades, a greater proportion of Chinese language students
received simplified English for non-language arts academic instruction than
they did for English language arts instruction. In contrast, the Spanish
l-aguage and other language students were about equally likely to receive

simplified English instruction in both tvpes of subject areas.

Ias a result o changes in wording and structure of the Instructional Language
Record, the data on simplified English obtained during the fall data collection
were not conasstent with the data obteined during the winter and the a ring data
collectiun periods. Since there may be a shift toward decrease in use of
simplified English over the course of the school year, the winter data collection
period was selected as more representative than the spring data for this analysis.

1383

I —— —_— - DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATES, INC.




6-14 l
TABLE 6.6. Percentage of LM-LEP students who received primarily simplified .
English when English was used for instruction
Non-language Arts English Language l
Acadenicz Instruction Arts Instruction
Percentage of No. of Percentage of No. of l
Students Students Students Students
Grade 1
LM~LEP: '
Spanish 433 3,404 442 3,641 l
Chinese 22 157 12 179
Other 27 524 26 546 l
LM-LEP Overall 40 4,085 41 4,366 .
Grade 3
LM-LEP: '
Spanish 40% 2,598 372 2,638
Chinese 32 155 23 177 '
Other 18 401 20 400 l
LM-LEP Overall 37 3,154 34 3,215
]
i
i
]
4
!
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6E E. INSTRUCTIONAL ORGANIZATION

The nature of instructional services can be further defined by factors
relating to the organization of the instructional services provided to
LM-LEP students. These are factors such as the number of instructional
staff who work with the individual student, and the extent to which students
are in classrooms with various types of organization patterns for

instruction.

6E.1 NUMBER OF INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

A first indication of the nature of the organization of instructional
services 1s the number of teachers respoasible for the instruccion of an
individual student. One tz2acher per student indicates that instruction is
in a self-contained classroom, while more than one teacher per student may
indicate that some pull-out {nstruction is provided or that there is a team
teaching situation. Whenever two or more taachers are involved in providing
instruction to a student, there 1s a potential for some disruption or
conflict in the student's instruction, and thus coordination among teachers

becomes important.

In Table 6.7 data are precented concerning the number of different
teachers who instruct individual students. Among the three sample groups,
LM-LEP, EP/LIS, and EP/Comp, there were few differences (except for a small
trend at grade 1 of fewer teachers per student for EP/LIS students).
However, there were clear dif ferences among the three language groups within
the LM-LEP sample. At both grade 1 and grade 3, there was a higher mean for
the otler language students than for the Spanish and Chinese language
students. These data suggest that other language students were much more
likely to receive instruction in a pull-out situacion, and that Chinese
language students were the l-hast likely of the LM-LEP students to receive

instruction from more than one teacher.

()
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TABLE 6.7. Mean number of academic teachers by whom individual =
students were instructed in the course of a week®
Number of No. of I
Teachers Students
Grade 1 I
LM-LEP: '
Spanish 1.3 4,532
Chinese 1.1 213 l
Other 1.8 622
LM~LEP Overall 1.4 5,367 l
EP/LIS 1.2 909 l
EP/Comp 1.4 479
Grade 3 '
LM-LEP: I
Spanish 1.4 3,371
Chinese 1.3 208 |
Other 1.9 459 l
LM~-LEP Overall 1.4 4,038
EP/LIS 1.3 844 I
EP/Comp 1.4 497
I
*These means were based on the number of : cachers who reported instructing the I
student in academic subjects in the fall, winter, and spring data collection
periods. I
I
104 I
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6E.2 USE OF AIDES OR VOLUNTEERS

Teachers frequently receive assistance in the classroom from aides or
volunteers who carry out a range of activities. In the case of teachers
with LM~LEP students in their class, aides and volunteers may provide: (1)
information on the students' cultures, (2) native language assistance to the
student, and (3) some content area instruction to the student in the native
language. When an aide or volunteer is present in the classroom, the
teacher may be able to devote more time to individual or small group
instruction (Wiley & Harnischfeger, 1974), and may be more flexible in

planning classroom instructional activities.

As shown in Table 6.8, a substantially larger percentage of students in
the LM-LEP and EP/LIS groups had teachers who were assisted by aides
compared to students in the EP/Comp group. Use of volunteers was

substantially lower than uge of aides for all of the groups.

There was also variation among the three LM-LEP language groups in the
use of aides and volunteers. Main teachers of other language students
reported use of an aide less frequently than did main teachers of $panish
and Chinese language students. For all three language groups at both grade
levels, the percentages indicate that use of aides in the LM-LEP students'
classes was common; this was also true for EP/LIS students' classes,

particularly at grade 1.

The data on use of volunteers demonstrates an interesting pattern of
differences that can perhaps be related to differences in parent and
background characteristics. Chinese language students were far more likely
to be in classes in which volunteers assisted the teacher than were Span.sh
and other language students. This may reflect a higher level of parent and
community involvement in the sclwools and in the students' education for the

Chinese language students than for the Spanish and other language s*udents.

DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATES, INC.




6-18

TABLE 6.8. Percentage of students whose main academic
teachers reported the use of aides or volunteers

Use of Alde Use of Volunteer
Percentage No. of Percentage No. of
of Students Students of Students Students
Grade 1
LM-LEP:
Spanish 83% 4,120 142 4,131
Chinese 89 195 28 195
Other 56 540 14 540
LM-LEP Overall 80 4,855 15 4,866
EP/L1S 96 721 18 721
EP/Comp 65 360 16 360
Grade 3
LM-LE?:
Spanish 68% 3,081 12 3,076
Chinese 88 195 40 195
Other 63 430 11 429
LM-LEP Overall 69 3,706 12 3,700
EP/LIS 74 801 8 782
EP/Comp 43 353 7 352

The mean number of hours per week that aides and voluateers were
reported to work with IM-LEP students for each of the three language groups
are presented in Table 6.9. The highest mean number of hours was for aides
in the Chinese students’' classes. The mean number of hours that volunteers
worked with LM-LEP students in these students' classes was very low--about

one hour par week--at grade 1, and even lower at grade 3.

A}
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ORGANIZATION OF THE CLASSROOM FOR INSTRUCTION

Studies of academic achievement of language minority students have

indicated that the organization of the classroom for instruction may affect

students' success.

students, instruction in small groups is related to higher levels of

academic achievement than instruction presented to the class as a whole

(Gallimore, 1981; Lucker et al., 1976).

opposite may be the case (Fillmore, 1985).

TABLE 6.9.

Mean number of hour3 per week that LM-LEP students were in
classes in which aides or volunteers assisted in their
instruction

Alde Volunteer
No. of Mean Hours No. of
Mean Hours Students for Volunteer Studeats
Grade 1
Spanish 10.1 4,047 1.1 4,087
Chinese 16.3 195 1.0 195
Other 4.4 534 0.8 526
Grade 3
Spanish 7.4 3,036 0.4 3,057
Chinese 10.4 193 0.7 195
Other 5.0 378 0.5 429
157

For example, research has indicated that for some LM-LEP

For other students, however, the
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While there may be variation from subject to subject in the types of
classroom organizations used, teachers differ in the types of instructional
situations that they pr -fer overall. In the Instructional Staff
Questionnaire, teachers were asked to indicate the percentages of time that
they spent in en.n of four types of classroom instructional organizations:

whole class, small group, individual instruction, and student independent

work.

Table 6.10 presents data with regard to the classroom organizatioual
patterns used for instruction. At grade 1, EP/Comp students' mair teachers
reported a high mean use of whole class instruction and less use of group,
individual, or independent work instructional situations. On the other
hand, LM-LEP students’ teachers overall reported about equal means for use
of whole class and group instructional situations. Some variation was
present in the data for the LM-LEP students in the three language groups.
The data for the Chinese language students had a pattern of means that was
closer to that of the EP/Comp students. Chinese students' teachers reported
a somewhat higher mean percentage use of whole class instruction relative to
group instruction. This finding 1s consistent with Fillmore's (1985)
research which suggests that Chinese students do best within whole class
instructional situations. There was also a lower mean reported by main
teachers of Chinese language students for uze of independent work relative
to the other two language groups. Grade 1 Chinese language students were
also more likely than any other students (LM-LEP and English-proficient
students) to be instructed within individual instruction situations
(although this was not true for grade 3 students).

At grade 3, the mean percentage use of whole class instruction for
EP/Comp students was higher than for group instruction; however, both of
these percentages were lower for grade 3 than for grade 1. Independent work
was used more for grade 3 students than grade 1 students. For grade 3
LM-LFP students, the means for whnle class and group instruction were very

similar to those fcr grade 1 for both Spanish and Chinese language students.
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TABLE 6.10.

Mean percentage use of specific classroom organizations
during f{nstruction by main academic teachers

Whole Small Individual Independent No. of
Class Group Instruction Worl. Students
Grade 1
LM -LEP:
Spanish 35.8 34.8 13.4 16.5 3,874
Chinese 38.3 33.0 16.7 12.0 193
Other 33.8  34.3 13.4 18.6 502
LM-LEP Overall 35.7 34.6 13.5 16.5 4,569
EP/LIS 34.2  36.9 13.2 15.8 681
EP/Comp 42.5 29.6 14.1 13.8 337
Grade 3
LM-LEP:
Spanish 34.5 33.4 13.1 19.0 2,869
Chinese 35.0 31.5 13.5 20.0 187
Other 39.4 29.2 14.9 16.5 406
LM-LEP Overall 35.1 32.8 13.4 18.8 3,562
EP/LIS 32.5 36.. 12.7 18.7 732
EP/Comp 38.2 26.3 15.¢4 20.2 345
187
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F.  CLASSROOM MATERIALS USED FOR INSTRUCTION

The types of instructional materials used in the classroom are
important, because teachers depend substantially in their instruction upon
the particular reader, textbook, student workbook, etc., selected for use
(Duffy & McIntyre, 1982; Durkin, 1981; Freeman et al., 1983). Whether the
materials are relevant to the LM-LEP students' own culture and experience
may be particularly important. There are two ways in which materials may '
related to LM-LEP students' experience: the materisls may be in LM-LEP
students' own native language, and they may incorporate aspects of the

students' cultural knowledge and experience.

Also important may be the extent to which the materials used are
coordinated between the LM-LEP curriculum and the curriculum received by
English-proficient students. When there 1Is such coordination of materials,
transition from special services to a regular classroom is expected to be

much easier for the LM-LEP student.

THE USE OF NATITE LANGUAGE MATERIALS

For IM-LEP students, the use of native language materials provides an
exposure to academic content without the language limitations imposed when
material is presented in English. As shown in Table 6.11, the use of native
language materials varied by language group. Spanish language students were
mor2 likely than Chinese and other language students to be In classes where
native language materials were used, either alone or i. combination with
English language materials. The percentages of students whose main teachers
reported the use of at least some native language materials for the Spanish,
Chinese, and other language groups were, respectively: 67, 32, and 16
percent at grade 1, and 58, 35, and 23 percent at grade 3. Use of only
native language materials indicated for the three groups were, respec-
tively: 26, 12, and 2 percent at grade 1, and 11, 7 and 2 percent at grade
3. Thus, Spanish language students were particularly likely to be taught
with native language materials, especially in grade 1.

23J :
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TABLE 6.11. Percentage of LM-LEP students whose main teachers
reported the use of specific types of materials

Grade 1 Grade 3

Spanish Chinese Other Spanish  Chinese

Other

Single Type of Materials:

1. IM-LEP and EP ma-
terials are the same 24% S4% 692 312 522

2. Native-language
versions of EP
materials 5 12 1 5 7

3. English materials
designed for
LM-LEPs, different
from EP materials 6 1 1 4 4

4, Native-language mate-
rials different from
EP materials 15 0 1 3 0

More than One Type of Materjals:

S. LM-LEP same as EP and
English materials de-
signed for LM-LEPs 3 13 13 8 9

6. LM-LEP same as EP and
any native language
materials 20 13 12 23 1

7. English materials de-
signed for LM-1lEPs
and any native
language materials 12 5 0 10 15

8. Native language
materials: related
to EP materials and
not related 6 0 0 3 0

9. English materials same
as EP, and different
from EP, and any native
language materials 9 2 2 14 12

Total 100% 1002 100% 1007 100%

No. of students: 3994 195 524 2998 180

57%

12

8
100%

422

oo
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USE OF ENGLISH LANGUAGE MATERIALS DESIGNED FOR LM-LEP STUDENTS

It i3 sometimes argued that it is difficult for IM-LEP students to use
regular curriculum materials, not only due to language limitations, but also
because of a lack of the mainstream cultural knowledge and experience that
1s assumed in those materials (Ching, 1976). For these reasons, materials
have been designed for use with LM-LEP students that take into consideration
their special needs. These materials use a level of English the authors
judge tec be appropriate to the LM-LEP students' abilities and incorporate

language-minority students' experiences intc the content of the materials.

Of the LM-LEP students overall, 28 percent in the grade 1 cohort and 36
percent in the grade 3 cohort had majin teachers whe reported the use of
English-language materials designed specifically for non-native speakers of
English. About 5 perceat in each cohort had main academic teachers whe
reported the use of this type of English language material only. At grade
1, these were p.imarily Spanish language students, but at grade 3 the use of
specially designed English materials only was reported by mat{n teachers for
abcut 4 percent of the Spanish language and the Chinese language students,
and for about 12 percent of the other language student3. & larger
proportion of the students were exposed to at least some use of specially
designed English language materials: 30 percent of the grade 1 Spanish
language students were in academic classes using these materials for at
least some instruction, compared to 21 and 16 percent of Chinese and other
students. For grade 3 students, 36, 40, and 37 percent respractively of the
Spanish, Chinese and other language gstudents were exposed to ugse of these

materials in their classes.

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LM-LEP AND EP/COMP INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS

When there is some coordination between the curricular materials used by
IM-LEP students and those used by Engiish-proficient students, the
transition to a mainstream classroom 1s expected to be much smoother for the
exited LM-LEP student. If there is coordination of materials, the knowledge
and skills acquired by the LM-LEP students during their participation in

special services will match those of students in regular classrooms.
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Use of only English language materials that are the same as those used
vith English proficient gtudents or of native language versions of those
naterials was reported more by main teachers of Chinese and other language
students than by main teachers of Spanish language students. Overall, for
about three-quarters of the students at grade 1 and for about 90 percen. at
grade 3, the students' main teacher reported use of materials related tu
those used by English~proficient students, either materials that were the
same as those used by the English-proficient gtudents or materials that were
native language versions of those used by English-proficient students.

Thus, most students are in classes where at least gome of the materials are

related to those used by the mainstream students in their school.

o
@

G. CHARACTERISTZCS OF THE INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

Of at least equal importance with the content and structure of
instruction are the characteristics of the persons providing that
instructioa. 1Ir this study, certain background characteristics of teachers
of the sample students were obtained in the Instructional Staff
Questionnsire. The variables included training and experience in teaching,
certification, education, language background, and phi losophy regarding the
teaching of LM-LEP students. The data on background characteristics are
presented for the main academic teachers of the students. "Main academic
teacher” refers to that teacher who instructs the student in academic
subjects (language arts, math, science, social studies) for the greatest

proportion of time and for at least 12 hours per week.

6G.1 LEVEL OF RIGHER EDUCATION

Teachers with more educaticn generally demonstrate higher levels of
clarity ia presentaticr of new material (Rosenshine & Furst, 1971), a
nccessary component of effective instruction, and can be expected to have
other gkills and knowledge important for student academic success. For this

study, the highest degree earned by teachers was scaled as follows: 1 =

associate degree; 2 = bachelor's degree; 3 = master's degree; 4 = doctoral
degree. The mean levels of higher education for main academic teachers of
(r
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students were for the most part consistent across a.! of the study groups at
both grade levels. The means ranged from 2.3 to 2.5, indicating that
students were generally taught by teachers who had earned at least a

bachelor's degree and whc may also have taken a postgraduate degree.

CERTIFICATION

In considering the certification of teachers, two questions are
relevant: First, do the teachers of the students in the various groups hold
state crecentials or university certificaces to teach? Second, are the
credentials/certificates held by the teachers in this study within areas

that are of relevance to the student groups they are instructing?

Essentially all of the main academic teachers (99 percent) held teaching
certificates or state credentials. Table 6.12 presents the percentage of
LM-LEP students whose teachers reported holding credentials in either of two
areas specitically related to the teaching of LM-LEP students: (1)
bilingual education and (2) English as a second language (ESL). These data
are presented both for main academic teachers and aggregated across
teachers. The aggregated data indicate the percentage of students for whom

at least one teacher reported credentials in bilingual education or ESL.

The data show that 46 percent of the first-grade students and 51 percent
of the third-grade students had main teachers with credentials in bilingual
education or in English as a second language. Also, 54 percent of
first-grade students and 61 percent of the third-grade students had at least
one teacher who held such credentials. The proportion of students with a
main teacher credentialed in these areas was highest for the Spanish

language students.

COLLEGE COURSEWORK AND INSERVICE/PRESERVICE

Instruction of ilanguage-minority students is generally found to be more
effective when it is presented by a person who is familiar with the
student's cultural background (Au & Mason, 1981; Van Ness, 1981). The
students' teachers indicated areas in which they had taken college-level

courges or within the past three years had received in-service or

2 N
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TABLE 6.12. Percentage of LM-LEP stulents whose teachers reported
credentials in bilinguai education/ESL

Main Teacher No. of Any Teacher No. of
vith Credentials Students wvith Cregentials Student.=
Grade 1
LM-LEP:
Spanish 492 4,089 602 4,428
Chinese 36 195 61 200
Other 28 521 38 396
LM-LEP Overall 46 4,805 54 5,224
Grade 3
LM-LEP:
Spanish 55% 3,062 63% 3,330
Chinese 42 195 44 206
Other 31 430 51 458
LM-LEP Overall 51 3,687 61 3,994

pre-service training sessions related to the academic instruction of LM-LEP
students. These areas included the following: teaching the native language
arts of LM-LEP students; teaching math, science, social studies in LM-LEP
student<' native language; teaching hfsr -y, culture, or ethnic studies
associated with the background of IM-LEP .cudents; teaching English as a
second language (ESL), and teaching math, science, or social studies in
English to LM-LEP students.

Table 6.13 presents data >~ he percentage of LM-LEP students by
language group whose teachers reported having taken courses or received
recent in-sarvice or pre-service training related to the academic

instruction of LM-LEP students. Overall more than 60 percent of the

.
¢
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TABLE 6.13. Percentage of LM-LEP students whose main academic teachers have
taken college coursework, in-service/pre-service related to
academic instruction of LM-~LEP students

Percentagg of students whose main academic teacher re--rted:

Recent
In-service or
College Pre-service No. of
Courseworkd Trainingdsb Students
Grade 1
Spani sh 67% 50% 4,131
Chinese 37 62 195
Other 48 48 540
Grade 1 Overall 64 50 4,866
Grade 3
Spanish 652 67% 3,082
Chinese 58 58 195
Other 41 41 430
Grade J Overall 61 63 3,707

8The areas of coursework and in-service or pre-service training reported by
teachers that are related to academic instruction of LM-LEP students are:
teaching math, science or social studies in the native language to LM-LEP
students; teacting history, culture, or ethnic studies associsted with the
background of LM-LEP students; teaching English as a second language (ESL);
teaching the language arts of the native language to LM-LEP students; teaching
math, science, or social studies in English to LM-LEP students.

bThe percentages for pre-service or in-service training reflect the percentage
of students whosc teachers reported receiving recent *raining in those areas,
f.e., training within the past three years ouly.
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students had teachers who reported having taken college coursework relevant
to the instruction of LM-LEP students, and over 50 percent had teachers who
reported in-service or pre-service training. 3Some differences did exist by
language groups and by cohort, however. In the grade 1 cohort, more
teachers of Spanish language students had college coursework than had
received recent in-service or pre-service training; the reverse of this
pattern was found for the teachers of thinese language students, who were
less 1likely to have taken college coursework but were more likely to have
received recent in-service or pre-service training. These data are
consistent with the data reported earlier in this section showing that
Spanish language students' teachers were more likely to have credentials In

bilingual education or in English as a second language.

In the grade 3 cohort, students were equally likely to have a teacher
who had either taken college coursework or re~eived pre-service or
in-service training relevant to LM-LEP students. These percentages, like
those for the grade 1 cohort, are not consistent across t} : three language
groups. More teachers of Spanish language studer*s repo.ted such coursework
or training than did teachers of Chinese language students; however,
teachers of Chinese language students were more likely to have coursework or

training than were the teachers of the other language students.

TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Teachers with more experience in the classroom are likely to be becter
classroum managers, which is an important prerequisite to effective
instruction (Brophy, 1979; Brophy & Evertson, 1976). The instructional
staff who worked with the students in the study had from 1 year to as many
as 41 years of experience in teaching at the elementary grade level (K-6).
Teachers ranged in experience in working with LM-LEP students in
kindergarten through grade 6 from 1 to 31 years.

In Table 6.14, data on the teaching experience of main academir teachers
are presented. At both grade levels, EP/Comp students were taught by more
experienced teachers, on the average, than other groups of students. Also
at both grade levels, Spanish language students had the least expericaced

main teachers.
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TABLE 6.14. TYears of experieuce reported by students'’ .
main academic teachers
Years Teaching I
Years Teaching Elemezucary Grade
Elementary Grades IM-LEP Students |
No. of No. of
Mean Students Mean Students
Grade 1 !
. IM~LEP: .
Spani sh 9.7 4,117 7.1 4,062
Chinese 11.3 195 8.7 188 l
Other 12.9 512 7.5 506
Overall LM-LEP 10.1 4,824 7.2 4,756 '
EP/LIS 9.6 721 7.5 708 l
EP/ Comp 15.3 362 NA NA
Grade 3 I
LM-LEP: l
Spanish 9.6 3,076 6.9 3,008
Chinese 14.1 172 9.2 170 l
Other 14.3 425 9.0 388
Overall LM-LEP 10.3 3,673 7.2 3,566 I
EP/LIS 11.4 778 8.4 712 I
EP/Comp 14.3 347 NA NA
I
I
I
2rc I
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With regard to their teachers' experience in teaching LM~LEP students in
particular, the differences among student groups varied somewhat from those
seen for all elementary-level teaching experience. At grade 1, there were
relatively small differences among sample groups. Teachers of grade 3
Spanish language students reported the least experience in teaching LM-LEP
students of any of the groups of LM-LEP students.

SUPPOR” FOR USE OF THE NATIVE LANGUAGE IN INSTRUCTION

In Chapter 5, a composite variable 13 described which indicated the
principal's degree of support for use of the students' native language in
instruction. Teachers responded to these same statements in the
Instructional Staff Questionnaire and the same composite measure of support
for use of the native language in instruction was obtained. The mean
ratings on this composite are presented in Table 6.15. s the dJita show,
teachers of LM-LEP students expressed more support for use of the native
language than did teachers of English-proficient students. Main teachers of
Spanish language students expressed more support than did main teachers of

Chinecz language and other language students.

LANGUAGE BACKGROUND OF THE INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

It is important in this study to be aware of the language background of
the instructional staff both in English and in the student's native
language. In order to be effective teachers of £nglish to LM-LEP students
and to provide an adequate language model for studants, teachers must have
an adequate level of ability in English. Knowledge of the LM-LEP student's
language can be important in at least two ways. First, even if the language
i3 not used in the classroom instruction, background in the language will
help the teacher to understand language errors that the student makes-
Second, a teacher who 12 able to use both English and the student's native
language provides a valuable role model for the student that may promote

language acquisition and academic achievement in indirect ways.
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TABLE 6.15. Support for use of the native language in instruction by
students' main academic teachers

Grade 1 Mean ratiag* No. of Students

LM-LEP:
Spanish 3.6 4,109
Chinese 3.3 195
Other 3.0 526
LM-LEP Overall 3.5 4,830
EP/LIS 3.2 720

EP/Comp 3.0 357

Grade 3

Spanish 3.5 3,038
Chinese 3.1 195
Other 3.1 430
LM-LEP Overall 3.4 3,663
EP/LIS 3.3 801

EP/Comp 2.7 136

*The mean rating of support for use of the native language was based on
teachers' ratings of agreement with several statements regarding the use of the
nat ive language in academic situations.

L

LM-LEP: I
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Teachers were asked to describe the kind of experience they had both in
use of English and in use of the language other than English with which they
were most familiar (if any). They described their experience in each
language by indicating whether the language was: (1) their native language,
(2) a language used extensively since childhood, (3) the language of
instruction for elementary or secondary education, (4) the language of
instruction for college and university studies, (5) studied as a foreign

language in school.

From the responses, two measures of language background were constructed
for each teacher: (1) background in English, and (2) background in the
student's native language. The measures were created by summing across the
responses of the teacher, after assigning a value of 1 to each of the "yes”
responses to the item. By summing response values, for example, a value of
4 for background in English would be assigned to a teacher who indicated
that English was his/her native language, had used English extcnsively since
childhood, and for whom English was the language of instruction for
elementary, secondary, and also college education. A non-native speaker of
English who received college instruction in English and who studied English
as a foreign language would receive a value of 2 on English language
background.

The definition of the native language background of the teachers was
always in reference to the native language of the individual student. That
1s, an individual student's teacher was scored as being a bilingual only in
cases where there was a match between the student's native language and the
non-English language (if 1ny) of the teacher. Thus, a teacher who speaks
both English and Spaunish was scored as a speaker of the student‘s native
language for the Spanish language students, but not as a speaker of the

student's native language for Chinese language students.

48 a first approach to examining the language background of students'
main teachers, a composite variable was created to indicate the type of

bi lingual background possessed by the teachers. (This same bilingual
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background compos!te was also used in the analysis of the data for school
principals). Each teacher was classified into one of the following

categzories:

e Background in English, but not the student's native language;
e Background in the student's native language, but not English;

e Background in English with formal study (only) of student's native
language;

e Background in the student's native language with formal study (only)
of English;

e Bilingual through experience beyond formal study only; and

e Other: cases which do not fit the above.

The results of the catego.izations of the main academic teachers of
LM-LEP students are presented in Table 6.16. Spanish language students
frequently had teachers who had backgrounds in both English and Spanish.
About 22 percent of the Spanish students had teachers who were English
speakers and who were familiar with Spanish through formal study of the
language alone. Only 4 percent of Chinese language students had teachers
who were bilingual in this way. Most of the teachers of Chinese language
students who were bilingual had background in Chinese through home
experience and/or educational experience in Chinese and not through formal

study alone.

The LM-LEP students with native languages other than Spanish or Chinese
were most often taught by teachers with backgrounds in English but not ia
the student's native language. The highest proportion of "other” category
cases (cases which did not fit any of the first five categories of bilingual
language background) occurred for this group of students. This category
included persor3 who, for example, were native speakers of Spanish with
limited background in English but who were teaching an Arabic speaking

student.

= — m— DEVELOPMENT ASSOC'ATES. INC. I



6-35

TABLE 6.16. Bilingual categorizations of LM-LEP students'
main academic teachers
Grade 1 Grade 3
Spanish Chinese Other Spanish Chinese Other

Grade 1
Background in English, but

not in the student's

native language 222 312 622 20% 452 64%
Background in student's

native language, but

not {n English 0 0 0 0 0 0
Background in English

with formal study only

of student's native

language 22 4 1 25 4 0
Background in student's

native language with

formal study only of

English 3 0 1 2 0 0
Bilingual through

experience in the

language other than

formal study 52 60 19 50 44 23
Other 2 5 19 3 8 13
Total 100% 100Z 100X 100% 100% 100%
No. of Students 3982 187 525 2927 194 430

213
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The results of the separate analyses of LM-LEP students' main academic
teachers' language background in English and in the students' native
language are presented in Table 6.17. The data indicate that students
typically were taught by main academic teachers who had a higher mean rating
for English language background than for background in the students' native
language. The difference between language background scores was greatest
for teachers of other language students. Teachers of Chinese language

students were found to have the lowest mean English background score.

Students may be taught by more than one teacher. In some cases, their
main teachers may be monolingual, but one ctr mcre of the other teachers who
instruct these students may be bilingual. Results of the language data were
therefore analyzed a second time, using the data of all a~ademic teachers of
individual students. For these analyses, a mean teacher language
proficiency score was obtained as a composite teacher language proficiency
value for each student; the results of the analyses based on the aggregated
data for LM-LEP students are presented in Table 6.18. These data show
patterns similar to those found in Table 6.17.

The overall level of the means indicate that on the average the students
were taught primarily by teachers who have had considerable experience with
English. The overall mean for background in the students' native languages
was much lower, and indicates that in general, the students were not likely
to be taught by teachers with an extensive background in the students'

native languages.

As an additional measure of teacher proficiency in English, all academic
teachers were rated on oral proficiency in English by the study team leader
at each site (all of whom were proficient speakers of English). These
ratings were done on the SOPR form, the same rating form that was used by

the teachers in rating the students' oral proficiency.

Overall, it was found that the majority of teachers were quite
proficient in English; in all but two of the districts, at least 90 percent
of the teachers received a total score of 23 or above (with 25 representing

native speaker level of proficiency). Only about 1 percent of the teachers

21
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TABLE 6.17. LM-LEP students' main academic teachers:
Mean rating of background in use of English
and in use of the student's native language

English Students' native language
Mean * No. of Studeuts Mean * No. of Students
Grade 1
LM-LEP:
Spanish 3.1 4,088 1.6 4,000
Chinese 2.9 187 1.4 195
Other 3.2 525 0.5 540
LM-LEP Overall 3.1 4,800 1.5 4,735
Grade 3
LM~-LEP:
Spanish 3.2 3,060 1.5 2,949
Chinese 3.1 194 1.2 195
Other 3.3 430 0.7 430
LM-LEP Overall 3.2 3,684 1.4 3,574

*The rating of background in use of each language is oasc. un the sum of the
teachers' responses regarding use of the language. A value of one was assigned
to each of the foliowing: a) the language is the Individual's native language;
b) the language has been used extensively since childhood; ¢) it was the language
of instruction for the individual's elementary or secondary education; d) it was
the language of instruction for the individual's college/university studies; (e)
the individual studied this language as a foreign language in school. The
possible scores ranged from 1-4 since, if (b) or (c) was selected it was not
possible to also select (e).

|
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TABLE 6.18. LM-LEP students' academic teachers aggregated: I
Mean aggregated rating of background in use of
English and in use of the student's native
language '
English Students' native language l
Mean * No. of Students Mean * No. of Students
Grade 1 I
LM-LEP:
Spanish 3.1 4,470 1.6 4,390 I
Chinese 3.0 192 1.4 200
Other 3.3 612 0.5 615 I
LM~LEP Overall 3.1 5,274 1.4 5,205 I
Grade 3 I
LM~LEP:
Spani sh 3.3 3,345 1.4 3,245 I
Chinese 3.2 206 1.2 206
Other 3.3 458 0.6 458 I
LM-LEP Overall 3.3 4,009 1.3 3,909 I
*The rating of background in use of each language is based on the sum of the
teachers' responses regarding use of the language. A value of one was ssigned I
to each of the following: a) the language is the individual's native lu.nguage;
b) the language has been used extensively since “hildhood; c) it was the language
of irstruction for the individual's elementary or secondary education; d) it was
the language of instruction for the individual's college/university studiass; (e)
the individual studied this language as a foreign language in school. The
possible scores ranged from 1-4 since, if (b) or (c) was selected it was not
possible to also select (e). I
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overall were given scores of less than 20, scores which represent less than

fluent ability in the language.1

6H H. CHARACTERISTICS OF ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS INSTRUCTION

Special attention was paid to English instruction in this study because
of the major role it is expected to play in English language development and
in general academic achievement. As a first step toward providing a more
comprehensive description of English language arts instruction, teachers of
English language arts for individual students were identified. The English
language background of these teachers and the emphasis they placed on
particular language skill areas within oral English, reading, and writing
were then examined. These data are presented for main English teachers and

also are aggregated for all English teachers of an individual student.

6H.1  ENGLISH LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY BACKGROUND OF ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS TEACHERS

The mean English language background of the main and aggregated English
language arts teachers are presented in Table 6.19. These data are very

similar to those reported for main academic teachers.

6H,2 INSTRUCTIONAL EMPHASIS ON ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS SKILL AREAS

In the Instructional Staff Questionnaire, teachers indicated the extent
to which instruction was presented to LM-LEP students in certain gkill areas
of oral English, reading, and writing. In the area of oral English
instruction, the skill areas rated were development of vocabulary,

comprehension and production of everyday conversational English,

IThe cases of teachers with scores of less than 20 were accounted for primarily
by two districts. These two districts will be of special interest in the
analyses to be conducted in the second and third years of the study in which
instructional services will be related to student academic outcomes.

g )
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TABLE 6.19. LM-LEP and EP/LIS students' teachers of English language arts:
Background in use of English for main English teachers and
for all English teachers aggregated

Main English Teacher Aggregated Fnglish Teacher
Mean R No. of Mean . No. of
Rating Students Rating Students
Grade 1
LM-LEP:
Spanish 3.2 4,140 3.2 4,456
Chinese 2.9 187 3.0 191
Other 3.2 525 3.3 601
LM-1L.EP Overall 3.2 4,852 3.2 5,248
EF/LIS 3.6 698 3.6 817
Grade 3
LM-LEP:
Spanish 3.2 3,052 3.3 3,322
Chinese 3.1 194 3.2 199
Other 3.3 429 3.3 458
LM-LEP Overall 3.2 3,675 3.3 3,979
EP/LIS 3.6 787 3.6 828

*The rating of background in use of each language is based on the sum of the
teachers' responses regarding use of the language. A value of one was assigned
to each of the following: a) the language is the individual's nstive language;
b) the language has been used extensively since childhood; c) it was the language
of instruction for the individual's elementary or secondary educatica; d) it was
the language of instruction for the individual's college/university studies; (=)
the individual studied this langsage as a foreign .anguage in school. The
possible scores ranged from 1-4 since, 1if (b) or (¢) was selected it was not
possible to also select (e).
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comprehension and produc:ion of the type of English used in the classrocom,
and pronunciation. In the area of reading, the skill areas rated were: the
mechanics of reading (e.g., decoding); reading compreiension of narrative
materials, reading comprehension of expository materials, and use of the
dictionary. In the area of writing, the skills included were: spelling,
mechanics of writing (e.g., punctuation), paragraph and simple story
writing, and handwriting.

The ratings ranged from 1 to 4: 1 indicated no instruction in the area,
2 indicated that the skill was taught only incfdentally, 3 indicated a
relatively small amount of formal instruction, and 4 indicated a substantial
amount of formal instruction. A mean rating of amount of formal instruction
provided was obtained for each teacher for the three areas of English: oral
English, reading, and writ ‘ng. Table 6.20 presents the mean ratings of
amount of formal instruction for the three "nglish language arts areas for
LM-LEP students' mafn English teachers by language group. Ia Table 6.21,
the same data are presanted for the aggregated responses of all English

language arts tzachers of individual students.

The mean ratings based on the main English teacher data indicate that
there was a heavy emphasis on formal i{nstru~tion in oral English at grade 1
and on oral Englisi,, reading English, and writing English at grade 3. As
might be expectad, there was less of an emphasis on instruction in English

reading and writing skills at grade 1 than at grade 3.

On the basis of a comparison of Tables 6.20 and 6.21, it appears that

the main English teachers placed slightly more emphasis on reading and
writing instruction than did other English teachers. This dif“ rence may
indicate that auxiliary English teachers were placing more emphasis on oral
English skills and less emphasis on read ng and writing skills than were

main English teachers.
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TABLE 6.20. Mean rating* of instructi~nal emphasis on oral
English, reading, and writing of English for IM-LEP
students' main English teachers
Oral English Reading Englieh Writing English
No. of N No. of No. of
Mean Students Mean Students Mean® Students
Grade 1
Spanish 3.7 4,108 2.4 4,106 2.8 4,101
Chiinese 3.9 195 3.3 195 3.3 195
Qther 3.7 539 3.4 539 3.6 534
Grade 1 Overall 3.7 4,842 2.6 4,840 2.9 4,830
Grade_g
Spaiish 3.7 3,038 3.4 3,039 3.5 3,039
Chinese 3.7 194 3.6 194 3.8 194
Other 3.8 424 3.8 424 3.8 424
Grade 1 Overall 3.7 3,656 3.4 3,657 3.6 3,657
*The ratings ranged from 1 to 4: 1 indicated no instruction in the area, 2
indicated that the skill was taught onl- incidentally, 3 indicated a relatively
small cmount of forwal instruction, and 4 indicated a substantial amount of
formal instruction.
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TABLE 6.21.

Aggregated mean ratings* of instructional emphasis on oral
English reading, and writing of E~glish for IM-LEP students’
English teachers

Oral English Reading English Writing Englieh
No. of No. of No. of
Mean® Students Mean® Students Mean" Students
Grade 1
Spanish 3.7 4,433 2.4 4,431 2.7 4,427
Chinese 3.9 199 3.1 199 3.2 199
Other 3.7 612 3.2 612 3.4 607
Grade 1 COverall 3.7 5,244 2.5 5,242 2.8 5,233
Grade 3
Spanish 3.7 3,310 3.3 3,310 3.4 3,310
Chinese 3.7 200 3.4 200 3.6 20C
Other 3.2 452 3.6 452 3.6 452
Grade 1 Overall 3.7 3,902 3.3 3,962 3.4 3,962

*The ratings ranged from 1 to 4: 1 indicated no instruction in the area, 2
indicated that the skill was taught only incidentally, 3 indicated a relatively
small amount of formal instruction, and 4 indicated a substantial amyunt of
formal instruction.
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61 I. SUMMARY

This chapter examines the nature of the instructional services provided
to students in the study, including the characteristics of the curriculum,
the languages used for instruction, the instructional organization,
materials used, and the characteristics of the instructional staff providing

the instruction.

An important and consistent find.ng concerns differences in instruction
for LM-LEP students of different language backgrounds. For example, in the
data on instructional services, Spanish language students were found to be
less likely to receive instruction in English language arts, and more likely
to receive native language arts instruction than were Chinese and other
language students. Spanish language students were also found to be
receiving more instruction presented in their native language an¢,
consistent with these findings, they were also more likely to be using
native language materials; {n addition, Spanish language students were more
likely to receive simplified English for instruction presented in English.
Main ceschers of Spanish language students were distinguished from the
teachers of Chinese and other language LM-LEP students in that they more
frequently had taken college coursework related to the instruction of LM-LEP
students, but they were shown to have somewhat less teaching experience

overall,

In contrast, Chinese language students were found to be somewhat less
likely to receive instruction in non-language arts academic subjects than
Spanish language and other language students. Compared to the Spanish
language students, Chinese language students received more regular
instruction in English language arts, but less special instruction in
English. The Chinese language students were more often taught by one
teacher only, and in comparison to other IM-LEP students, were more likely
to be instructed in whole class instructional situations. The use of aildes
and volunteers was reported more often by .nese students' main academic
teachers. Also, their teachers, relative to the teachers of Spanish
language students, were less likely to have taken college courses related to
instruction of LM-LEP students.
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The teachers in the study in general were found to be proficient in the
use of English; in all but two districts at least 90 percent of teachers
wer. rated as fluent Speakers, close to or at a native speaker level of
proficiency in oral English. Overall, about a quar'er of the students' main
teachers at each grade had backgrounds in English but not in the student's
native language; about 70 percent had backgrounds both in English and in the
student's native language.

0450D
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Chapter 7. SERVICE CLUSTERS AND SEQUENCES!

7A A. SERVICE CLUSTERS

’

As noted in Chapter 2, a service cluster is defined as a set of
instructional services prcvided to a particular student at =2 particular
period of time. Table 7.1 reproduces the table first presented in Chapter 2
showing the 6 major service cluster groups and 32 specific clusters, as well
as the values of the instructional variables associated with each cluster
type. During the first year of this Longitudinal Study detailed information
concerning service clusters was collected at three times: during the fall,
winter, and spring of the academic year 1984-1985. The data collection
instruments relevant to cluster assfsmment are the Student Teacher Record,
and the Student Instructional Record. The Student Teacher Record, completed
by the student's main teacher, provided data concerning native language arts
instruction and the names of all other teachers who provided instruction in
English language arts, math, science, or social studies (including ethnic
heritage). All of the listed teachers then completed a Student
Instructional Record on each of the students in the study. This form

provided information on subjects taught, and language use in the classroom.

7A.1 OPERATIONALIZING THE DEFINITION

As noted in Table 7.1, the key variable for ma jor cluster designation
was the Extent of Use of Native Language in Academic Instruction. Baged on
respouses in the Student Instructional Record, the amount of time a teacher
provided instruction in math, science, social studies, and ethnic heritage
in the native language to this student was divided by the total amount of
time devoted to these subjects. The following rules were then applied:

IAbbreviations and special terws used in this study are defined in the glossary,
in Appendix A.

1
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Aruitoxt provided by Eric:
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TABLE 7.1. Instruction service clusters

Exteot of Special of Simplified Rise of Siwplified | leatruction
Cluster Yariable Native Language lastruction Saglish for Eaglish for i% Native
Uss in ie Knglisk ~langusge Actte nglish Languags
Cluster Type Non-lenguage arte Instruction® Provided loatructlon ¥ Iastruction Arte

A. lastruciion Priearily Using Mat ive Language Bigh uez of the mative lenguage
Al Yeo/aoP You/noP Yue Yoo
(V] Yoea/no Yee/mo Mo Yes
[} Yoa/no Yee/no Yue No
'Y Yoo /wo Yea/no MO No

8. lastructlun using Both Nutive und English Modurete use of the native lung.

-Languages Extenwively

11} Yes /oo You Yae Yoo
82 Yee /0o Yoo No Yeos
[3) Yee/a o9 Yas Yae
8 Yea/no Mo Mo Yoe
8 Yea/uo Yoo Yoo o
[ Yea/no Yoo o No
[ 1] Yes /oo o Yee No
(T} . Yee/wo No K1) Mo

C. Emphusia on Buglivh, with Sume lastructioa Using Low use of the native lsoguage

Netive Lunguasge

cl Yea/no Yes Yes Yas
c2 Yee/no Yee No Yoo
cl Yea/wo No Yeo Yoo
(W) Yeea/mo [ No Yae
S Yea/no Yoo Yoo No
cé Yeo/nc Yuu o Yo
(3] Yoo /oo Mo Yau No
8 Yeu/no Mo Mo No

D. Inetsuctlun Usiug Engliuh, with Speclal Minleel or wo usc of the uative

lustecuctiun fu Englich language

[11] Yee Yoo Yoo Yae
22 Yee Yoo [\ Yee
'3 \ (1 o Yee Yoo
D4 Yee o No Yeo
s Yee Yes Yeu Mo
D6 Yoo Yeu No No
[} Yoo No Yes No
(] Yee No No o

K. Instruction Uuing Kuglish, with No Special Misimal or no use of the

Llnetructioo fw Eugliah nut ive languaye

1n No Yes in at least one columm b Yee
K2 No No | Mo ies
[¥] No Yee iu at lesst vus column Mo

¥. All lastsuction in Engdleh, with No Speciel Miojsal or mo use of ths

18P Service native language Mo No No Mo

;Ion-llnlullu arte lweructdon fucludos Math, Sclisnce, and Social Studise (iscluding Kihalc Meritege).
Notalfons used in thiv teble lndicats the following: Yes/wo -

The verisble say or asy not prusest;
You in ut least ome colusn - Thore fe primarily use uf eimplifiod Bnglish for mou-

laiguage erte instruction or prisarily use of eimplified English for
Englivh lunguage urts instruction; or there 1e primurily simplified Knglish in both non-lunguage wrte inetruction awd
English lunguagn arts lustruction.
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e “"Heavy use of the anative language” was considered to be native
language use greater than 87.5 percent. The resultant ma jor cluster
type was A.

e "Moderate use of the native language” was considered to be native
language use equal to or greater than 37.5 percent and equal to or
less than 87.5 percent. The resultant mafor cluster type was B.

¢ "Low use of the native language” was considered to be native language
use equal to or greater than 7.5 percent and less than 37.5 percent.
The resultant major cluster type was C.

e "Minimal or no use of the native language” was considered to be
native language use less than 7.5 percent. The resultant major
cluster type was D, E, or F depending on whether or not special
instruction in English or other special services were provided.

Table 7.2 presents breakdowns of percentage of native language use
within the ma jor cluster designations for first and third graders based on
the winter data collection. Native language use received by students
designated as receiving cluster A services was primarily at the high end of
the range for first graders, between 94 percent and 100 percent. For the
third grade students receiving cluster A services the distribution was more

evenly divided between the high and low end of the range.

Cluster B included students with the widest range of native language
use, between 37.5 and 87.5 percent. For both first and third grade students
there was a good distribution of students across that range, with about half
the students receiving 37.5 percent to 57.5 percent and half receiving from
57.5 to 87.5 percent.

Similaxly, the students designated as receiving cluster C servicer were
fairly evenly distributed across the 30 percent range of that cluster type.
Roughly one~third was in each third of the range.

In the overwhelming majority of the cases in clusters D, E, and F,
"minimal or no use of the native language” in practice meant that the native
language was never used. This ranged from 67 percent of the cases for third
grade cluster D students to 93 percent of the cases for third grade clustcy
F students. The number who were in the upper third of the allowable range
varied from a high of 9 percent for third grade ciuster D students to a low

of 2 percent for the third grade cluster F students.
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TABLE 7.2. Distribution of percentage of native language use:
for winter clusters
Based on LM-LEP students
Percent Native
Language Use in
Math, Science,
Social Studies, First Grade Third Grade
and Ethnic Heritage Freq. Percentage Freq. Percentage
Cluster A: Native language use 87.5 percent or greate:
94.1 - 100 391 66% 51 492
87.5 - 94 201 34 _S4 51
Total 592 1007 105 1002
Cluster B: Native language use equal to or greater than 37.5 anrd equal to or less
than 87.5
77.6 - 87.5 171 152 65 102
67.6 - 77.5 161 14 101 16
57.6 - 67.5 194 17 95 15
47.6 - 57.5 364 32 248 33
37.5 - 47.5 263 _23 120 19
Total 1,53 100% 629 1002
Cluster C: Native language use equal to or greater than 7.5 and less than 37.5
27.6 - 37.4 178 232 241 262 .
17.6 - 27.5 315 40 301 33
7.5 - 17.5 287 37 369 4l
Total 780 1002 911 1002
Cluster D: Native language use is less than 7.5 percent
5.1 - 7.4 36 42 60 82
2.6 - 5.0 149 18 122 16
Jd - 2.5 40 5 80 10
0 62 73 523 67
Total 849 100% 785 1002
Cluster E: Native language use is less than 7.5 percent
5.1 - 7.4 12 5% 14 7%
2.6 - 5,0 23 9 18 9
d - 2,5 0 0 10 5
0z 226 87 155 19
Total 261 1002 197 1002
Cluster F: Native language use is less than 7.5 percent
5.1 - 7.4 16 52 7 22
2,6 - 5.0 27 8 15 5,
1 - 2.5 2 1 1 0
02 29 81z 305 I
Total 339 100% 328 100% |
el
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While clusters D, E, and F were not distinguished by the extent to which
they employed the native language in academic fnstruction, they were
distinguished by such factors as a special program of instruction in
English, a particular approach to using the English language withtn the
curriculum, or the teaching of the native language as a subject of

instruction.

ENGLISH LANGUAGE USE AND SPECIAL PROGRAMS

During the winter and spring data collections, teachers indicated for
each studcat whether they provided "Special Instrvetion in English.” This
was defined as an "Instructional program, such as ESL, that utilized
materials and methods especially designed for teaching English to LM-LEP
students.” If any of a student's teachers answered yes and went on to
indicafe¢ how many hours such services were provided. then that student's
services were designated D rather than E or F. Data collection in the fall
wasg somewhat different in that it did not adequately determine whether a
special program in English was provided and, therefore, the major clusters

D, E, and F could not be distinguished for the fall data.l

Because of a desire to increase clarity and theoretical focus, the
questions asked regarding special approaches to using the English language
were also changed after the first data collection. In the fall the teachers
were asked for each of the subjects whether they used "controlled English"2

to any extent. In later data collection periods, the term "controlled

11t was anticipaced that information regarding special instruction in English
would be gathered in the fall. However, because of implementation difficulties,
these data could not be reliably gathered as planned. Based on the fall
experience, the study forms and implementation procedures were revised so that
full and reliable information regarding instructional language use could be
efficiently collected from teachers. The revigions were implemented successfully
during winter and spring data collections.

2"Controlled English” was defined as “a program of English language use designed

especially for LM-~LEP students in which there 13 a deliberate simplification of

vocabulary and syntax. It is marked by the systematic, planned introduction and
explanation of new words and grammatical constructions.”

Q3
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English” was replaced by the term "simplified English"” and the question was
changed so that the teacher responded as to whether the type of English used
was primarily regular English or simplified English.1

Based on the responses of the student's teachers, a rating of present or
absent was made for each student for "Use of Simplified English for Academic
Instruction” and "Use of Simpliffed Englisb for English Instruction."2
Finally, whether the student received native language arts {nstruction was
determined based on whether the reported number of hours for these subjects

was greater than zero.

The distinction between ma jor cluster E and major cluster F was based on
the presence (cluster RB) or absence (cluster F) of at least one of three
special services: Use of Simplified English in Academic Instruction, Use of

Simplified English in English Instruction, or Instruction in Native Language
Arts.

IFor each subject it wne asked, "When English is used fur instruction, either
alone or in combination with another language, is the type of English used
primarily regular English or simplified English?” The definitions of both terms
were printed on the form: “Regular English approximates the types of English
ordinarily used with a native English speaker of this age. Simplified Euglish
refers to the deliberate simplification of vocabulary and sentence structure so
that the English used is more easily comprehended by a language-minority,
limited-English-proficient child.”

2The presence or absence of Simpiified English in Academic Instruction was
determined as follows: For the fall data collection period, of the total amount
of time English was used in Math, Sciencz, Social Studies, and Ethnic Heritage,
1f controlled Euglish was available a majority of that time, then simplified
English was determined to be present. The same procedures were used to determine
the presence or absence of Simplified English in English Instruction except that
rather than the academic subjects the focus was on the various varieties of
English language arts instruction.

b\)
w0
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7A.3  DISTRIBUTION OF FIRST AND THIRD GRADERS ACROSS CLUSTERS

The five variables used to determine ma jor cluster groups were also the
variables used, in various combinations, to assign students to the 32
clusters. rable 7.3 presents the distribution for first-grade LM-LEP
students during the fall, winter, and spring of the first yeer of the
Longitudinal Study while Table 7.4 presents this same informacion for
third-grade LM-LEP students.

The total number of students assigned to service clusters increased from
the fall to the winter, and again from the winter to the spring. There were
two reasons for these increases. First, approximately 350 students were
added to the study during the winter data collection period. These were
either LM~LEP students who enrolled in the studied schools after the fall
data collection period or students for whom parental peimission was not
obtained until after the fall data collection. Second, the refinements in
the instruments and procedures enabled the field staff to reduce “»< number

of students for whom there was incomplete or inconsistent data.

The number of LM-LEP students in the major cluster A was similar for the
first grade across all three data points. For the third grade the
percentage was both much smaller and obviously decreasing: from 5.€ percent
in the fall to 1.5 percent in the spring. As might be expected in a cluster
that heavily utilizes a student’'s native language, .ery few students were in

clusters A3 or A4, in which native language arts were not taught.

The distribution of students ir cluster B was similar to that in cluster
A. In both the first and the third grade, relatively few students were
assigned to the ™5 through B8 clusters, in which the native language was not
taught. Within the cluster B, the use of simplified English appeared to be
very common. For example, using the first grade winter data, simplified
English predominated in both academic instruction and in Fuglish language
arts instruction for 40 percent of the students receiving cluster B services
(in clusters Bl and B5). For 16 percent (in the 32 and B6 clusters,,
simplified English predominated only in academic instruction, while in

another 11 percent simplified English predominated only in English language
arts instruction.

Z.
F
|
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TABLK 7.3. Distribution of service clusters for firscegraae
LM-LEP students
Cluster Pall Sinter Spri
Type Freq. Percentage !rog. ‘F <t rey. rcentage
Al 348 8.92 283 1% 260 6.32
A2 181 4.6 246 W2 312 7.8
Al - - Sé 1.4 13 .3
Totsl As 330 13.5 392 14.9 587 14.1
81 460 11.7 443 1.2 324 7.8
82 32 1.3 180 4.5 233 $.7
83 266 6.8 110 2.8 42 1.0
Ba 418 10.6 168 9.3 437 11.0
As 33 .8 13 .3 34 .8
87 27 7 18 .3 16 o
BE 41 1.0 13 ) 6 .l
Total Bs 1,299 33.1 1,153 29.0 1,154 2:.8
c1 113 2.9 232 6.3 191 4.6
c2 6 -2 3 .9 51 1.2
¢l 2% 7 60 1.5 n 1.7
cé 270 6.9 267 6.7 522 12.6
(] 102 2.6 36 .9 36 1.3
o] 1 - 26 .7 S .1
c7 7 2 32 .8 1 -
cs 128 .2 70 1.8 150 3.6
Totsl Cs 652 16.6 780 19.6 1,047 25.2
p1/E1 162 4.1
D2/E1 61 1.6
03/E1 1] 1.5
DA/E2 370 9.4
DS/B3 224 $.7
D6/E3 S .1
p7/23 84 2.1
D8/F 48 12.3
Totsl DEF 1,449 36.9
Dl 110 2.82 105 2.52
D2 9 .2 20 -
D3 18 S 39 .9
+ D& 216 S.4 263 6.3
DS 72 1.8 98 2.4
06 40 1.0 30 .7
07 20 .5 5 .1
D8 364 9.2 3y 8.1
Total De 849 21.4 897 21.6
£l 39 1.0 22 S
g2 154 3.9 136 1.3
3 68 1.7 1Y) 1.1
Totsl Zs 261 6.6 - 202 4.9
339 8.5 266 6.4
3,930 100.02 3,974 100.0% 4,153 100.0%

L4
TOTAL
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TABLE 7.4. Disctribucion of aervice cluaters for ghird-grads
I WM~LEP scudents
Cluster Fall Wincer Spring
l Type Freq. Percentage Freq. Percentage Freq. Percentage
" Al 93 3.1 b} 1.2 42 1.3%
A2 70 2.4 $2 1.8 b .2
Al 2 .1 2 .1 - -
' Ab - - 16 .S -— -
Total Aa 165 S.6 108 3.6 47 1.5
Bl 226 7.6 256 9.7 190 5.9
52 8 .3 116 3.9 90 2.8
B3 113 3.8 67 2.3 24 .7
B4 304 10.2 94 3.2 214 6.6
.33 42 1.4 29 1.0 22 .7
86 7 .2 8 .3 1 -
87 4 .1 9 .3 24 .7
1] 42 1.4 S0 1.7 63 1.9
e Total Bs 746 25.1 629 21.3 528 19.4
cl 108 1.5 211 7.1 178 5.5
c2 36 1.2 101 3.4 75 2.3
cl 83 2.8 38 1.3 63 1.9
o/} 162 5.S 334 11.3 380 11.7
cs . 61 2.1 30 1.0 29 .9
cé b .2 3 .1 26 .8
c7 17 .6 15 .S 26 .8
l c8 107 3.6 179 6.1 216 6.7
Total Ca $76 19.4 911 30.8 993 30.7
D1/El 70 2.4
D2/E1 30 1.0
D3/r1 6S 2.2
D4/E2 397 13.4
DS/E3 192 6.5
D6/E) 11 .4
D7/E3 92 3.1
D8/F 628 21.1
Total DEF 1,485 $0.0
' Dl 89 3.0% 55 2.0%
D2 3 .1 3 .1
b3} 34 1.2 32 1.0
D4 265 9.0 286 3.8
D5 33 2.8 77 2.4
Db 12 W4 34 1.1
D7 42 1.4 37 1.1
hE] . 253 8.6 297 9.2
l Total Ns 788 26.6 831 28.7
21 i1 1.0 27 .9
22 101 3.4 22 7.0
23 6S 2.2 8s 2.6
Total a ) 197 6.7 340 10.5
l F 328 11.1 399 12.3
TOTAL 2,92 100.0% 2,955 100.0% 3,238 100.0Z

: 234
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The number of LM-LEP students receiving cluster C instructiou, (academic
instruction emphasizing English but with some systumatic instruction in the
native language) increased during the course of the year, from 652 for the
first grade (17 percent) to 1047 (25 percent), and from 576 third graders
(19 percent) to 993 (31 percent). Most of the students in cluster C
continued to receive instructior in their native language arts at the same
time they were receiving academic instruction primarily in English. Again
using the winter data collection as a reference point, the proportion of
students in the cluster C receiving native language arts instruction was 79

percent for the first graders and 75 percent for the third graders.

Compared to students in clusters A and B, many fewer of the students in
cluster C received instruction in simplified English. For example, using
the winter data, 43 percent of the first grade students received cluster C
instruc on (in the C4 and C8 clusters) were in situations in which
siaplified English predominated neither in English language arts nor in
academic instruction. For the third grade students, the corresponding

figure was 56 percent.

Discussion of clusters D, E, and F i8 somewhat complicated because of
the inability of the fall prucedures to distinguish clearly whether or not
special instruction in English was provided. In the fall there were
clusters designated as D1/El, which signifies that minimal or no use is made
of the native language and that simplified/controlled English is used in
both academic and English language arts instruction, but it is unknown
whether special instruction is received. Cluster D2/El, cluster D3/El and

80 on are similar blends of certainty a2ud uncertainty.

Nonetheless, a number of trends can be noted. 1In cluster D (English
Language Instruction Primary wit!, Soecial Instruction in English), although
instruction 18 almost entirely in English, roughly half of LM-1EP students
still received instruction in their native language. Again using the winter
data collection as a reference point, 52 percent of the first graders and 50

percent of the third graders received native language arts instruction.
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Perhaps the most interesting finding in these two cables concerns the
uge of simplified English within cluster D. Although these LM-LEP students
were receiving a special program of instruction in Ezglish, such as a
structured ESL curriculum, apparently only for approximately half or less or
these students did teachers report that they usually ad just their English
usage So as to be more easily comprehended by LM-LEP students. On~ne again
using the winter data, 68 percent of the first-graders were in situations in
which neither in academic instruction nor in English instruction did
simplified English predominate. The corresponding figure for the third

grade was 50 percent.

The cluster E category was something of a residual category, because the
students were not receiving either significant instruction using the native
language or spacial English instruction, but did receive a service that
differentiated them from the cluster F ia whi:h no identifiable
instructional services were raceivead. For the first graders classified as
cluster E based on the winter data, the most common service received was
instruction in native language arts, such as reading. This was true of 59
percent of the first grade students in cluster E and 51 percent of the third
grade students. Another group, 15 percent of the first graders and 16
perceat c¢f the third graders, received both native language arts instruction
and a predominance of simplified English in academic or English language
arts instruction. The remaining 26 percent of the first graders and 32
percent of the third graders in cluster E received a predominant amount of
simplified English in academic instruction or English language arts but did

not receive native language arts instruction.

Studen.s who were classified as cluster F received what amounted to
essentially a standard all-English first or third grade curriculum which had
none of the features the study's instruments were designed to detect.

During the winter data collection period 8 percent of the first graders and

11 percent of the third graders were so classified.

233
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There were also a number of LM-LEP students during each data co. lection
period for whom forms were completed but who could not be assigned a service
cluster. In many cases this was because forms were not filled out
completely.1 In other cases it was because the number of hours per week
reported was either too low (less than 10), or too high (mcre than 40).
Finally, in a very small number of cases clusters were not assigned because
students received more than 7.5 percent of their academic instruction in a
language that was neither English nor their native language. During the
spring data collection, for exar e, 7 first graders and 4 third graders
fell into this "umclassified” category.

7B B. CLUSTER SEQUENCES

services provided to LM-LEP students at three points during the 1984-85
academic year. What the tables are unable to indicate is the extent to
which services changed over the course of the year for individual students,
either because they transferred between programs or because the programs
themselves changed. What is needed is a way to explore the sequence of

services received both by individual students and by groups of students.

Perhaps the most straightforward way to approach the issue of sequences
18 just to assign each student a three part code consisting of their fall,
winter, and spring clusters. However, this method produces an unmanageably

large set of sequences.

1A form was considered incomplete for the purpose of assigning a service

cluster, if, for example, it waes indicated that math was taught, but items such
as "number of hours taught per week” or "percent native language use” were left
blank.

2The fall data provide 30 possibilities=-29 plus missing or unclassifiable.

The winter and spring data each provide 33 possibilities--32 cluster codes plus
missing or unclassifiable. Thus there are 30 times 33 times 32 possible
sequences--for a total of 32,670. Of course since there are only 9000 cases the
actual number would not be this high; nevertheless, it would be ummanageable.

Tables 7.3 and 7.4 present more or less snapshot pictures of the I

. pmy
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In order to produce a workable set of sequences, a number of simplifying
steps were taken. First, it was decided to work only with the major cluster
distinctions which were derived from the two variables "Percent of Native
Language in Academic Instruction” and, for the winter and spring data,
"Special English Instruction.” Thus for the fall, there are 4 categories of
services: A, B, C, and DEF. For the winter and spring there are five basic

-\ - - -

categories: A, B, C, D, and EF.l

Second, it was decided to focus primarily on the transition in services
between the “eginning of the year and the end of the year, the fall-spring
sequence. However, if data were missing or incomplete for either of these
points, then the winter data would be used in place of the missing data
point. Proceeding in this manner, students for whom there were good data
from at least two data collection pericds were assigned to one of the 20

possible combinations.2

78.1 DISTRIBUTION OF SERVICE CLUSTER COMBINATIONS

Table 7.5 presents the resulting combinations for the firsi and third-
grade LM-LEP students. Some interesting patterns are readily abservable.
Most of those who started the ye2ar receiving cluster A services ended the

year receiving other types of services, most commonly cluster B services.

11n the fall, D cannot be distinguished from E and F because information
concerning "Special English Instruction"” is not available. Also, using only
"Special English Instruction” and "Percent of Academic Instruction in the Native
Language™ it is not possible to make the E-F distinction which relies on
“Inst.uction in Simplified English” and/or "Native Language Arts Instruction.”
It 1s felt that for the purpose of establishing sequences the minimal services
of fered to LM-LEP students in an E cluster are best grnuped with the lack of
services denoted by an F cluster.

2Adequate data were available from both the fall and the spring for 2837 first
graders and 2459 third graders. By substituting winter data for missing fall or
spring data, it was possible to assign another 1279 first graders and 839 third
graders to service cluster combinations.

23C
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TABLE 7.5. Distribucion of cluster combinations
Based ou LM-LEP students
Pirst Grade Third Grade
Percentage Percantage Percentage Percentage
Cluster combination of within of within
Fre- all inicial Fre- all inicial
Inictial cluster Final cluster quency _clusters cluster quency clusters cluster
A A 225 5% 412 3? 1z 182
A B 255 6 48 73 2 41
A c 28 1 5 43 1 24
A D 36 1 7 22 1 12
A EF 7 -0 1 7 0 P )
551 (13%) 100% 177) (5%) 100%
B A 139 3 102 8 0 1z
3 3 175 19 57 419 13 55
3 c 376 9 28 239 7 31
3 D 53 1 [ 51 2 7
B EF 6 -0 0 46 . 5
(1349) (322) 1002 (763) (232) 1002
c A 1 0 '} 4 0 0 ('} 4
c 3 96 2 14 91 3 13
c c 354 9 50 400 12 56
c D 209 5 29 156 5 2
c EF 51 1 -1 61 -2 -9
TN T 100% ~708) [#319) 1002
DEF A 2 0 (1} 4 0 0 0z
DEF 3 107 3 7 56 2 3
DEF c e 7 20 377 11 23
DEF D 654 16 43 612 19 37
DEF EF 438 A1 29 597 s _36
£1505) (372) 1002 (1642) (50%) 100%
Total 4116 100% 3290 1002
0o~ r
AW
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For them, the use of native language in the classroom was reduced somewhat.
A much smaller number experienced over the course of the year a more drastic

reduction in the amount of native language they received.

Of those who started the year in cluster B (with native language use
between 37.5 percent and 87.5 percent) most continued to rereive cluster B
services throughout the year. One hundred and thirty nine of the first
graders and eight of the third graders moved from cluster B to the cluster
A, indicatii  an increase in native language use. Quite possibly this
change is more a statistical artifact than a substantial change in ser-
vices--their academic instruction wavered around 87.5 percent, somewhat less
in the fall, somewhat more in the spring. However, for those who began the
year as a B, it was much more common for the amount of native language use

to go down, shifting them into the C category.

Like those in cluster B, most of the LM-LEP students who began the year
recelving cluster C services ended the year receiving the same basic type of
services. In some cases the data indicated an increase in native language
in academic instruction, but in many more cases there was a decrease to
cluster D and cluster EF, indicating that for them the use of the native

language had become minimal.

Those who began the year receiving clusters D, E, or F also seemed to
end the year receiving similar services. The largest number ended the year
in cluster D receiving Special Instruction in English with minimal academic
instruction in the native language. Almost as many ended the year
classified as receiving cluster E or cluster F services, that is, minor
services or none at ail. A parcicularly interesting group, however, are
those who mcved to clusters C, B, or A. To some extent the shift to cluster
C services can be explained by a borderline shift. Their teachers
occasionally used their native language in academic instruction; in the fall
it wvas a little below 7.5 percent, in the spring a little above. However,
it 18 also possible, and certainly even more plausible for those who shifted
from DEF to B or A, that the change occurred when the child was transferred

from one program to another subsequent to the fall data collection. A
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typical scenario might be that at the beginning of the year the child was
assigned to an all-English-medium classroom, but after testing and
observation, it was decigeu to transfer the child to a program which

employed the native language.

C. CORBELATES OF MAJOR CLUSTER SEQUENCES

Along with understanding which cluster combinations occurred in the
LM-LEP student population, it is importa .t to gain an understanding of the
extent to which various types of students were served by the various
combinations of service clusters. Variables of interest in this regard are
the native language background of the students, the degree of English
proficiency the students exhibited at the beginning of the school year, and
the level of development of cognitive abilities (as measured by the Raven
Progressive Matrices test). Insofar as a number of the cluster combinations
imply basically the same educational experiences, it will be helpful in the
following discussion if they are grouped into 9 major cluster sequences.
Table 7.6 indicates the manner in which the 20 service cluster combinations

are aggregated.

The four clusier combinations, A/A, A/B, B/A, and B/B, all of which
indicate a substantial use of the native language in academic instruction
are placed together in the first cluster sequence, "Continued Emphasis on
Native Language.” The second cluster sequence, "High or Moderate to Low

Native Language Use,” encompasses cluster combinations A/C and B/C and is
marked by a transition during the year from the high or relative high use of
the native language to low use of the native language in academic

instruction.

The third cluster sequence, "High or Moderate to Minimal Native Language
Use,” combines the cluster combinations A/D, A/EF, B/D, and B/DEF. As shown
in Table 7.6, these quick transitions to all-English-medium instruction

occurred relatively infrequently in our sample.

‘\44
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TABLE 7.6. Cluster sequences corresponding to cluster cumbinations

Cluster Sequence Includes Cluster Combinations

1. Coatinued emphasis on

native language A/A, A/B, B/A, B/B
2. High or moderate to low

native language use A/Cc, B/C
3. High or moderate to minimal

use of native language A/D, B/D, A/EF, B/EF
4. Low use to low or moderate use c/c, C/B
5. Low use to ninimal use c/p, C/EF

6. Marked increase in native
language use C/A, DEF/A, DEF/B

7. No use to low use of native
language DEF/C

8. No use of native language
but with special instruction
in English DEF/D

9. No use of native language
and no special instruction
in English DEF/EF

=
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The fourth cluster sequence, "Low Use to Low or Moderate Use of the
Native Language,” combines the relatively common sequence C/C, with the much
less common sequence C/B. The rationale is “hat in most cases the shift
from C to B is merely a short shifr from just below the cutoff point of 37.5

percent to just above it. The educational experience is basically the same.

The fifth cluster sequence, "Low Use to Minimal Use,” combines the
relatively uncommon C/D and C/EF combinations. In both, the students' year
began with a low level and ended with a minimal level of academic

instruction in the native language.

The sixth cluster sequence, "Marked Increase in Native Language Use,"
combines the combinations C/A, DEF/A, and DEF/B, all of =which indicate a
jump of at least 30 percent in use of the native language from the beginning
to the end of the year. As information from none of the schools suggested
that such increases were programmatically based, it is believed that {n most

cases the jump was due to transferring either between programs or between

schools.

The seventh cluster sequence, "No Use of Native Language to Low Use” is
made up only of the relatively common DEF/C sequence. While it implies, as
the sixth cluster sequence does, an increase in native language use, the
change in most cases is believed to be quite small, from just below the 7.5

percent cut-off to just above {it.

In both cluster sequences 8 and 9 there is continued minimal use of the
native language. What differentiates them i1s that the former includes
special instruction in English, while the latter does not.

NATIVE LANGUAGE AND CLUSTER SEQUENCES

In Tables 7.7 and 7.8 the nine cluster sequences are related to the
native language of th: students. The tables indicate that Spanish languaige
first graders were more likely than other students to be in the first
cluster sa2quence in which the high or moderate use of the native language
continued through the year. Correspondingly, they were less likely to be in

cluster sequences 8 or 9 in which essentially no academic use of the native
language was indicated throughout the yeq@,@\;
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6.

7.

8.

9.

TABLE 7.7. Distribution of cluster sequences within
rative language groups: First grade
B8 ased on IM-LEP students
Percentage of Totzl
Cluster Sequ’/nces Spanish Chinese Other Total
Continued emphasis on
native language 38z 212 11 34%
High or moderate to low
native language use 10 27 6 10
High or moderate to minimal
use of native language 3 -- 1 2
Low use to low or moderate
use 11 12 9 11
Low use to minimal use 6 8 6 6
Marked increase in native
language use 3 -- 5 3
No use to low use of native
language 7 6 10 7
No use of native language
but with special
instruction in English 14 10 33 16
No use of native language
and no special instruction
in English 9 15 19 11
Total 100% 100Z 100Z 100%
No. of cases 3492 136 488 4116

24
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TABLE 7.8. Distribution of cluster sequences within
native language groups: Third grade
Based on LM-LEP students
Percentage of Total

Cluster Sequences Spanish Chinese Other Total
1. Continued emphasis on

nat ive language 172 142 112 162
2. High or moderate to low

nat ive language use 9 13 1 8
3. High or moderate to minimal

use of native language 4 1 0 4
4. ".How use to low or moderate

use 15 27 9 15
5. Low vse to minimal use 7 2 7 7
6. Marked increase in native

language use 2 0 0 2
7. No use to low use of =ative 11 0 16 11
8. No use of native language

but with special

instruction in English 18 21 26 19
9. No use of native language

and no special instruction

in English 16 21 30 18

Total 100% 1002 100% 10C%

No. of cases 2773 140 374 3287
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The data in Table 7.7 also indicate that almost half (48%) of the first
grade Chinese language students initially received instruction that included
at least a moderately high level of native language use; but for o' er half
of these students the amount of native language use decreased amark dly
during the year. The table further shows that the percentage of (ainese
language students in cluster sequences 1, 2, and 3 was very close to the
percentage of Spanish language students in these sequences. This indicates
that proportionately almost as many Chinese language first graders as
Spanish language first graders began the y2ar receiving a high or moderate
amount of academic instruction using the native language. However, for the
Chinese language students, ccntinued emphasis on the native language over
the course of the school year was found much less frequently than for the

Spanish language students.

IM-LEP first graders whose native language was other than Chinese or
Spanish were much less likely to be in cluster sequences 1, 2 or 3; only 18
percent began the year with high or moderate native language usa, compared
with 51 percent of the Spanish language students and 48 percent of the
Chinese language students. The majority of the first graders with other
native languages were in cluster sequences 8 and 9, indicating no

significant academic use of the nattve lunguage during the first grade.

A comparison of Tables 7.7 and 7.8 sh_ws that acr.ss all three language
groups a lower proportion of grade 3 studcnts than grade 1 students were in
cluster sequences 1, 2, and 3. A correspondingly higher proportion of grade
3 students were in cluster sequences 8 and 9. Thus, far fewer third grade
students than first graders began the year with academic instruction using
high or moderate levels of their native language, and many more went through
the year without any apprecisble amount of academic instruction using their

native language.

CLUSTER SEQUENCES AND ORAL ENGLISH LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY

Another way of approaching the questions of who the students are in each
of the cluster sequences is to explore the exteat to which proficiency in
the English language is related to cluster sequence. Tables 7.9 and 7.10

present by cluster sequence the scores of the first and third graders on the
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sl
TABLE 7.9. Means and standard deviations of total Studeaut Oral
Proficiency Ratings in English, within clu_ter sequence:
Cohort A, Grade 1 .
Based on LM-LEP students
Cluster Sequences Mean o N l
1. Continued emphasis ‘
on native lzaguage 12.5 5.5 1,278 '
2. E.gh or zoderate to low |
rative language use 14.4 5.4 354 | '
3. High. or moderate to minimal
wse of native language 13.8 6.3 97
«. Low usge to low or moderate l
use 14.9 5.8 402
S. Low use to minimal use 16.4 5.5 240 '
6. Marked increase in native R
language 14.8 5.8 106 '
7. No use to low use of native
language 16.5 5.6 279 I
8. No use of native language ' '
but special instruction I
in English 15.2 5.4 569
9. No use of native languac>
and no special inmstr. Jn
in English 19.3 4,7 384
Total 14.7 5.8 3,709 l

DXEVILOFMENT ASSOCIATES, INC. l
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TABLE 7.10. Means and standard deviations of total Student Oral
Proficiency Rat {ngs in English, within cluster sequence:
Cohort B, Grade 3
Based on LM-LEP students

Cluster Sequences Mean g N
1. Continued emphasis
on native language 13.7 5.2 498
2. High or moderate to low
native language use 15.3 5.8 257
3. High or moderate to minimal
use of native language 16.7 4.8 1
4. Low use to low or moderate
use 16.0 5.0 447
£ Low use to minimal use 17.1 4.1 185
6. Marked increase in native
language 13.1 5.4 55
7. No use to low use of native
language 18.1 4.7 357
8. No use of rative language
but with special instruction
in English 17.3 5.0 553
9. No use of native language
and no special instruction
in English 19.7 4.0 538
Total 16.7 5.2 3,000
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Student Oral Proficiency Rating (SOPR) instrument discussed in Chapter 4.
For both the first and the third graders, the students in the first cluster
sequence had markedly lower scores. Thus, the highest level of native
language instruction was occurring with students rated by their teachers as

raving the least English competence.

In both grades, also, the group with the highest ratings in English
competence were .n the ninth cluster sequence. Apparently, to a great
extent, they were not receiving services because they did not need them. It
should be remembered that students entered the study as LM-LEP students 1if
in the fall of 1984 they were classified by their school as being LM-LEP,
not necesgsarily because they began LM-LEP services in the fall of 1984.

Many students had already received a year or more of LM-LEP services, in
preschool, kindergarten, or in grades 1 and 2, and were already on their way

towards being reclassified as no longer a LM-LEP student.

With the exception of the above two groups, the differences among
cluster sequences in mean scores were not great. On the whole, students In
sequences that used the native language scorad a bit lower than students in
sequences that did not. The scores of the students in the 6th cluster
sequence are interesting in this context. They were students who began the
year with little or no native language instruction and then moved into
programs with moderate or high amounts of native language instruction. In
terms of their mean SOPR total they are much closer, in both the first and
third grades, to cluster 1 than to cluster 9. This finding supports the
supposition that these students were reassigned because of the low level of

their English language skills.

CLUSTER SEQUENCES AND COGNITIVE ABILITY

Lastly, the relation of cluster sequence to cognitive reasoning ability,
as measured by the Raven Progressive Matrices test, is worth considering.
Table 7.11 oresents the findings for the first grade group. Overall the
differences in the mean are quite small. The largest difference is between
the students in the first cluster sequence, who are taught primarily in the
native language, and the students in -he fifth cluster group who made the

transition during the year from low natfve language use to minimal use.

r
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One way to explain this difference is that even by the first grade many of
the students w!o are quick learners have already left the high~native-
language-use classrooms in many schools, or, in the case of the cluster

sequence 5 students, left these classrooms during the first year.

Tne third grade findings, presented in Table 7.12, support and sdd to
this line of argument. The lowest scores were achieved by students .n
cluster sequence 6, who markedly increased the amount of native language
instruction they received during the year. These were students who because
of their poor English language skills, or possibly because of their
generally poor academic performance, were transferred to classrooms in which
native language use was common. Next to these, the lowest group score was
obtained by the students in cluster sequence 1. It is noteworthy that the
difference between the scores of students in cluster sequence 1 and the
highest scoring group was appreciably greater at the third grade level (a
difference of 3.5) than at the first grade level (a difference of 1.2).
Quite possibly the result came about because of the selection processes
discussed in Chapter 5. It may be that over the course of several years the
students with high cognitive abilities have been transferred out of the
native language classroom and students with low cognitive abilities have

been transferred in.

2350
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TABLE 7.11. Means and standard deviations of Raven scores within
cluster sequence: Cohort A, Grade 1
Based on LM-~LEP students

Cluster Sequences Mean g

j=

1. Continued emphasis
on native language 17.8 5.6 1,327

2. High or moderate to low
native language use 18.7 5.9 389

3. High or moderate to minimal
use of native language 18.7 6.3 99

4. Low use to low or moderate
use 18.3 6.1 430

5. Low use to minimal use 19.1 6.2 249 l
6. Marked increase in native

language 19.0 6.0 96 l
7. No use to low uge of native

language 18.0 5.8 278
8. No use of native language ‘

but with special instruction

in English 19.0 5.8 599 l
9. No use of native language

and no special instruction l

in English 18.4 5.7 415

Total 18.4 5.8 3,882

L gh)
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TABLE 7.12. Means and standard deviations of Raven scores within
cluster sequence: Cohort B, Grade 3
Based on LM-LEP students

Cluster Sequences Mean a- N
1. Continued emphasis

on native language 23.6 8.9 469
2. High or moderate to low

native language use 25.6 9.1 223
3. High or moderate to minimal

use of native language 24,5 8.0 84
4. Low, use to low or moderate

use 25.3 9.2 383
S. Low use to minimal use 26.2 9.7 150
6. Marked increase in native

language 21.7 8.6 35
7. No use to low use of native

language 24,6 8.8 305
8. No use of native language

but with special instruction

in English 25.4 9.2 474
9. No use of native language

and no spec al instruction

in English 27.1 9.3 432

Total 25.3 9,2 2,555

ﬁ ’
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D. SUMMARY

This chapter has presented a number of ways of classifying instructional
services as a preliminary step towards comparing the efficacy of wvarious
instructional services in preparing LM-LEP students to succeed in mainstream
all-English-medium classrooms. A service cluster was defined as a set of
services provided to a particular student at a particular point in time.

Six major service cluster groups and 32 specific clusters were defined in
terms of five key instructional vaciables. More important than the service
received at any point in time are the services received over the academic
year, or over a series of academic years. The first year major service
clucters were linked to produce 20 cluster combinations that rep;esented for
each student the instructional services provided both in the early and later

parts of the year.

Examination of the combinations showed that, for the moet part, students
who began the year receiving acadfaic instruction using the native language
continued through the year receiving this type of instruction, though often
the extent of native language use was less by year's end. Also, the overall
extent of native language use was less‘among third-grade LM~LEP students

than among first graders.

Because many of the cluster combinations indicated simi lar educational
experiences, they were combined into nine cluster sequences which represented
nine educationally distinct school year experiences ror LM-LEP students.

The distribution of these cluster sequences by student's native language
indicated that overall, Spanish language arnd Chinese language LM-LEP
students were more likely to be in programs which used the native language

in instruction than were students from other language backgrounds.

An examination of the oral English proficiency of student: in different
cluster sequences gave evidence of a relationship between instructional
gservices and English competencies. Those receiving instruction heavily
using the native language had as a group the lowesnt ratings on the oral
English proficiency measure, while those LM-LEP students not receiving

s.rvices were rated as the most proficient.(s..i
(V)

|
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Finally, students in the nine cluster sequences were compared o: the
basis of their scores on a measure of cognitive ability, the Raven
Progressive Matrices test. Perhaps the most notable finding was that the
mean scores of those in cluster sequence 1, "Continued Emphasis on Native

Language,”™ was considerably lower among third grade LM-LEP students,
relative to third grade LM-LEP students ir other cluster sequences, than it
was among first grade LM~LEP students relative %o first grade LM-LEP

students in other cluster sequences.
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Chapter 8. STUDENT ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE

In *"is chapter we discuss the two sets of variables that deal directly
with academic performance as an outcome measure. The first is the Stanford
Achievement Test and the second is the teachers' ratings of students' aca-
demic performance in various aspects of English, math, and the student's
native language. Both of these are intended to function as outcome measures
and as predictors. They will be included among the variables to be used as
predictors of the effects of treatment yet to come, and outcome measures
quantifying the effects of treatment to which the student has already been
subjected.

8A A. ACHIEVEMENT TEST RESULTS

As discussed in Chapter 2, the vocabulary, reading comprehension, and
mathematics subtests of the Stanford Achievement Test (SAT) were selected as
the principal measures of academic achievement. This section of the report
presents some Lceliminary data resulting from the administration of the SAT

during the first year of the study.2 It will be recalled that the

1Abbreviations and special terms used in this study arc defined in the glossary,
in Appendix A.

2At one of our sites, Dade County, there was (by prior arrangement) no fall test-
ing, and for the spring testing the school district authorities arranged to pro-
vide us with computer tapes containing the results for students in the study, from
the routine administration of the Stanford Achievement Test in Dade County schools
every spring. We received the tape too late to include Dade County results in

the present report; the tape contains valid test scores on 495 of the 503 Dade
County students in the study, or 98.4 percent. Nor has data been included on the
math test, for those few students to whom the Spanish translation of that test

was administered in the fall. It was discovered that the translation of four of
the items did not produce items exactly equivalent to the original ones. Since
there were only 133 students who took the Spanish test and since these 133 cases
would not provide an adequate base for an equipercentile equating, which would be
needed to make the Concepts of Number and Mathematics Applications scores compara-
ble to those from the standard English version, it was decided to exclude scores
on these two subtests from the analysis, but to retain the Computation scores
(which did not require equating). These "Spanish math” computation scores and

the Dade County results will be incorporated in the test data in the second year

report.
~
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TABLE 8.la. Mesns snd standsrd deviations for SAY Primary 1 Porm F (Spring ‘'t5):
Colort A, Grade 1, Adjusted scores
ENGLISH MATHEMATICS
Nat ive
Language Reading English Concepts Comput . Math TOTAL
Vocab. Comprehension Total of Number Cowputstion Applicstions + Applic. Total (E+ N
A. LM-LEP
1. Spanieh X 18.4 21.7 40.4 20.2 14.3 13.3 212 48.1 89.2
o 5.6 8.1 12.2 6.1 5.0 4.4 8.2 13.4 22.9
N 2252 2245 2056 3172 3259 3059 3032 2936 1972
2. Other X 19.4 24.2 43.4 21.5 8.7 14.4 29.2 51.2 95.4
Romance <~ A4 8.2 10.7 5.7 4 % 8.3 12.6 20.5
Langusge N 85 85 81 91 90 93 90 88 78
3. Other X 21.9 26.5 48.4 23.2 13.7 15.4 29.0 52.3 vi.5
European &~ 6.8 9.4 14.6 5.5 5.1 4.1 8.2 13.3 2.3
N 8 8 8 27 27 27 2 27 s
&. Native X
American 7~ .
N 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 m
5. Other b3 20.4 27.6 48.8 23.2 16.8 16.1 33.2 57.0 106.1 ]
Latin o 5.3 8.7 12.5 6.0 4.0 3.9 7.0 12.3 21.8 0
_ Alphabet N 59 61 56 2 82 5 65 64 55
6. Chinese X 18.7 28.0 47.8 23.9 17.3 15.9 33.0 57.5 105.4
< 5.1 8.0 11.0 5.6 4.1 4.0 7.4 12.6 22.9
¥ 88 114 86 143 127 9 8 a8 65
7. Other X 18.7 25.9 4.7 21.6 15.3 14.1 29.4 51.1 95.7
& 4.9 8.4 11.8 5.8 4.8 4.2 7.9 12.8 2.3
N 214 214 212 224 223 220 219 218 206
8. Unknown N 70 70 66 73 75 1) 74 70 6l
LM-LEP TOTAL X 18.6 22.6 41.5 20.5 14.5 13.5 28.1 48.8 9.0
s 5.6 8.4 12.4 6.1 5.0 4.4 8.2 13.4 23.2
N 2776 2797 2565 3799 3883 3627 3595 91 2447
». EP/LIS ¢ 22.4 22.3 48.7 1 2.8 14.9 15.4 30.4 53.5 102.2
o 6.1 9.0 13.3 6.1 5.3 4.2 8.6 13.9 25.2
N 672 652 617 715 691 667 657 643 555
. -~ - 2 o]
c. ef)domg: { 2.4 27.8 50.7 21.9 14.2 14.9 29.1 51.2 102.2 Jd o
6" 6.2 9.1 13.5 5.7 5.0 4.1 8.2 12.9 24.7
N 389 404 383 402 393 390 39¢C 384 368
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TABLE 8.1b. Means e¢nd stundard deviations for SAT Primary 2 Form E (Fali '84) and SAT Primary 3 Form F (Spring '85):
Cohort B, Crade 3, Adjusted scores
ENCLISH MATHEMATICS
Natie
Language Reading English Concepts Comput . Math TOTAL
Vocab. Comprehension Total of Number Computation Applications + Applic. Total (E+M)
Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring || Fall Spring Fal! Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall 5pring [ Pall Spring
A. LM-LEP
1. Spanish X 4.9 13.8 20.6 26.7 35.8 40.6 | 20.1 17.5 26.5 26.4 20.2 17.3  46.5 4.0 67.3 61.8 §103.9 103.1
sk 4.5 S.1 8.3 10.0 11.f, 13.4 5.9 5.9 1.3 8.9 5.9 7.3 11.4 14.3 16.0 18.8 23.8 29.0
N § 2256 2259 2307 2324 2113 2154 | 2490 2648 2551 2736 2485 2338 2455 2298 2403 222 2084 2025
2. Other 8l BUN) 16.4 22.5 29.0 4i.0 45.0 § 21.7 0.3 27.0 27.5 20.17 17.7  41.7 45.6 69.9 65.7 §112.0 111.0
Romance o°8 1.8 6.9 9.0 12.7  15.3 17.8 1.4 6.7 6.4 .6 8.6 8.5 14.0 14.8 20.3 20.6 34.2  36.2
Language N 39 7 41 12 39 1 39 12 40 k 39 0 39 10 38 69 kY 69
3. Other X |88 13.4 26.1 28.6 45.9 42.5 § 20.3 20.0 30.9 29.7 21.4 20.6 S51.6 $1.6 11.9 72.2 §117.8 115.2
European ¢ | 5.4 6.3 9.2 12.4 12,7 18.1 S.7 6.7 8.5 9.8 1.3 8.6 15.0 16.6 20.1 20.4 29.9 3643 @
N 17 19 18 19 17 18 17 22 19 21 17 20 17 20 17 20 12 i7 éo
4. Native X f19.0 15.4 23.6 31.7  42.6 43.3 § 22.5 15.8 28.9 26.2 24.6 5.2 53.5 40.5 76.0 56.3 j118.6 107.8
American ¢ | 2.8 4.6 1.6 12.0 9.5 15.2 5.0 5.7 1.5 9.7 6.2 5.9 13.2 12.8 172.7 16.6 25.5 23.3
N 11 11 11 11 11 10 11 11 11 11 11 12 11 11 11 11 11 10
5. Other X ]16.3 16.2 25.2 3.1 419 50.3 § 23.7 23.5 3.4 1.7 22.9 22.5 543 54.1 78,2 717.5]1120.4 127.8
Latin s 5.9 6.1 8.0 11.1  12.1 16.0 6.5 5.9 6.4 9.5 6.8 8.7 1.8 16.9 17.3 2.9 26.2 36.3
Alphabet N 50 Sl 18 51 40 51 S0 51 51 51 51 50 51 50 50 50 48 50
6. Chinese X 15.0 14.9 243 32.6 40.1 41.5 | 24.0 24.7 31.2 33.7 22.4 25.6 53.7 60.0 77.7 85.6 §120.1 133.1
ol 4.6 6.9 1.5 11.2 10.5 16.2 5.7 5.5 6.1 7.1 6.2 7.8 10.4 12.5 15.2 16.5] 20.8 29.2
N 140 176 150 176 139 175 165 210 167 209 167 175 166 174 164 174 137 1723
1. Other X |15.6 14.4 24,1 31.4  40.1 45.9 § 22.0 21.7  28.7 1.2 20.9 20.9 497 $2.3 171.9 74.21112.0 120.4
Gl 49 4.8 8.1 10.¢ 10.9 14.2 6.0 6.2 6.9 8.2 6.1 7.7 1.1 14.2  16.2 18.9) 24.7 130.5
N 148 188 157 187 148 186 158 193 170 190 157 184 157 183 156 183 147 182
8. Unknown N 69 41 63 40 52 40 138 41 128 42 133 40 113 40 133 39 &4 19
LM-LEP TOTAL X 1152 14.0 21.2 27.6 36.7 41.8 § 20.5 18.4 27.1 27.2 20.6 18.2  47.8 45.8 68.5 64.6 §106.0 107.3
Ll I 5.3 8.4 10.4 11.3 14.1 6.0 6.2 1.3 9.0 6.1 1.7 il.6 14.9 16.4 19.93 24.4 30.3
N § 2730 2816 2795 2880 2627 2705 | 68 J248 NN 3333 3060 2889 3029 2846 2972 2760 § 2525 2565
B. EP/LIS X213 19.4 28.8 36.4 50.4 55.9 § 24.0 21.5 28.6 28.0 24.6 22.2 53.2 30.6 177.5 72.38128.1 129.0
1 6.0 6.5 8.4 12.3  13.0 17.4 S.7 6.0 1.1 8.8 5.9 8.1 11.5 15.2 16.1 19.8 26.5 34.1
N 657 704 670 N2 629 689 679 110 686 710 692 696 67 679 665 665 616 649
C. EP/Comp K §22.1 20.0 28.3 37.4 50.2 57.6 § 23.3 20.8 27.1 21.3 23.3 21.5 50.4 49.0 73.8 70.3 3123.9 128.3
Q S| 5.5 6.4 8.0 11.8 12.0 16.7 5.9 6.1 1.1 9.3 6.3 8.5 2. 15.7 17.8 20.5] 27.6 34.7
[El}\!(:‘)" N 359 411 j70 410 354 396 n 419 372 417 366 412 365 402 364 396 348 385
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8-4 .
TABLE 8.2a. Msans and standard deviations for SAT Primary 1 Fort * (Spring '8¢ l
Cohort A, Grade 1, Rights sco.es
ENGLISH MATHEEMATICS .
Native
Language Reading Concepts Computation Math
Vocab. Comprehension of Number + Applic. Total '
A. L¥-LEP I
1. Spaniah b 18.0 19.8 19.7 27.0 47.1
-~ 6.2 9.6 6.5 8.7 15.1
N 2252 2248 172 3032 2936 l
2. Other i 18.8 22.2 20.5 28.4 49.5
Romance o 5.4 10.2 6.8 8.9 13.7
Languages N 8s 8s 91 90 88 u
3. Other i 21.6 26.2 22.9 28.9 51.7
duropea~ o 7.1 9.6 5.7 8.2 13.4
. N 8 8 27 27 27 l
4. Nstive i
American s
¥ 0 0 0 0 0
5. Other 3 20.1 25." 22.9 33.0 56.5 '
Latin 'S 5.4 1.3 6.2 7.3 12.7
Alphabet ] 59 61 72 65 64
6. Chinese b4 18.5 26.3 23.5 324 56.5 '
- 5.3 9.9 5.9 5. 13.5
K| 88 114 143 88 a8
7. Other S 18.6 24.6 21.4 29.1 50.6
o 5.1 9.8 5.9 8.1 13.1
N 214 214 221 219 21
8. Unknown N 70 70 73 74 70 l
LM=LEP Total I 18.2 20.8 20.0 21.5 47.8
s 6.1 10.0 €.5 8.7 la.1
N 2776 2797 379 1595 3491
B. EP/LIS i 22.2 25.0 22.4 29.9 52.7
s 6.4 10.1 6.4 9.0 14.5
N 672 652 715 657 643
C. EP/Comp. X 22.2 26.5 21.5 28.6 50.4
s 6.4 10.3 6.0 8.6 13.5
N 389 404 402 190 384
o~ -
<61 '
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TABLE 8.2b. Means and standard deviations for SAT Primary 2 Form E (Fall '84) and SAT Primary 3 Form'F (Spring '85):
Cohort B, Grade 3, Rights scores
Native ENGLISH MATHEMATICS

Language Reading Cou. spte Math
Yocab. Cospchensjon ) of Nuwber  Compucacion  Applications __ Total
Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring PFall Spring

A, LM-LEP
1. Spanish |18 135 2.0 25.3 10,9 17.% 26.1 25.9 20.1 17.0 66.6  61.1
1 W 5.2 8.8 10.7 6.1 6.0 7.8 9.3 6.1 1.5 16.6  19.4
N | 2256 2259 2307 23 2490 2648 288 2736 2485 2338 2403 2220
2. Other I |18.2 16.4 2.4 28,7 21.6 20.2 26.8 27.2 20.6 17.5 69.7 65.2
Aomance ] 1.9 6.9 9.1 12.8 7.4 6.8 6.8 7.8 8.6 8.6 20.5 20.9
Languags N 39 7n 41 72 35 72 40 73 39 70 38 69
3. Othar £ fis.) 13.2 2.8 27.6 19.8  19.5 30.64  29.1 21.0 19.8 70.5  70.8
European &| s.s 6o 10.5 12.9 6.6 7.8 9.4 10.6 7.7 9.0 22.3 21.9
N 17 19 18 19 17 22 9 21 7 0 17 20
4. Native £ Jl19.0 15.64 22.9 30.9 22,5 15.8  28.9 25.4  24.5 15.2 75.9  55.5
Amgrican o] 2.3 6.6 8.9 12.1 5.0 5.7 7.8 10.4 2 8.9 17.7  11.0
| 11 11 11 11 11 11 1 11 11 12 1 11
5. Other X J16.2 162 2.6 32.9 23.6  23.5 31.2 3. 22.8 22.4 77.9- 71.0
Laz.a T 6.0 6.1 8.7 12.0 6.7 6.0 6.7 0.1 6.9 8.8 17.8  22.6
Alphab. X S0 s1 48 51 50 s1 $i s1 s1 50 50 50
rd
6. Chinesa £l1s.0 1.8 235 3l 23.9 2.6  40.8 33.5  22.3 28.6 77.0  85.3
Sy 4.6 6.9 8.2 11.8 s.8 s.8 6.6 1.7 6.6 7.9 15.8 16.7
® | 140 176 130 176 16 210 167 209 167 178 164 . 174
" 7. Other 2 fi1s.2  la.s 23,3 30.2 21.9  21.7 28.4 0.9 20.8 20.7 1.8 737
s| s 6.9 9.1 1.2 6.0 6.2 7.3 0.5 6.2 1.9 16.5  19.3
N | 18 188 157 187 158 193 170 190 157 184 156 183
8. Unknown N 69 al 63 40 138 4l 133 62 12¢ 40 133 39
IM=LEP Total % s 139 20.6 26.3 20.4 18,3 26.7 26.8 20.4 17.9 67.9  63.9
=1 4.9 S.4 8.9 1ll.1 6.2 6.4 1.8 9.4 6.3 1.9 16.9  20.4
¥ J2730 2816 2795 2880 3068 32648 3146 3333 3060 2889 2972 2766
i ) B. E?/LIS 2|23 19.3 28,4 35.3 23.9 2l.4__ 28.3  27.8 2%.4__ 2. 77.0 __ 1.6
. > 6.1 6.5 8.9 13.1 .9 6.1 1.6 9.3 6.1 8.3 16.6  20.3
N ] 687 704 670 712 679 710 686 710 692 696 665 565
l C. ZP/Comp. £ |2t9 19.8 27,9 3. 23.1  20.7  26.6 26.9 3.1 2.2 72.9  69.6
< .7 6.6 3.5 2. 6.1 6.1 8.3 9.3 6.5 8.6 18.6  40.9
N ] 359 41 370 al0 mn 419 n 17 366 412 364 396
. 262
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third-grade cohort, Cohort B, was texted twice during the first year (the
Primary 2 battery in the fall ana .rimary 3 in the spring), and that the
first-grade cohort, Cohort A, was tested once (in the spring, with the
Primary 1 battery).

8A.1 SCORE DISTRIBUTIONS AND RELATED DATA

Basic distributional data on the SAT subtests are shown in Appendix E
for ad justed scoresl- Examination of these distribution32 shows that
the scores on all tests, in both grades, are spread out well, covering a
wide range, and that they are not conspicuou.ly bunched at either end. This
is true not only for the LM-LEP students but also for the two English-
proficient groups. These data provide evidence that the levels of the SAT
chosen for this study are appropriate. Means and standard deviations for
ad justad SAT scores, for all groups, are summarized in Table 8.1la (for
Cohort A), and 8.1b (for Cohort B). (Tables 8.2a and 8.2b provide

corresponding data for rights scores.)

Table E.3 shows the test publisher's percentil:s (bised un a national
sample, not a LM-LEP sample) corresponding t» the mean rights score and to
points one standard deviation above and one standard deviation below the
mean.3 This table, which shows how the three groups (LM-LEP, EP/LIS and
EP/Comp) compare with the national percentile norms for rights scores on the
SAT, indicates that the LM-LEP students scored systematically lower than the
other two groups. The disparity was much greater in the English tests
(vocabulary and reading comprehension) than in math. The :nly math section

1A11 data reported on the SAT in this and subsequent chapters, except where
otherwise explicitly stated, use "adjusted scores” rather than "rights scores”.
The distinction between these twe types of scores, and our reasons for preferring
the former, are described in Chapter 2, Section 2H.l. Appendix I contains some
technical data about the SAT, including data on the relationship between the
“"rights” and "ad justed” scores.

2Appendix table E.1 shows the distributions of adjusted scoru:s
for Cohort A (grade 1) in the spring of 1985, for all three basic groups (LM-LEP,
EP/LIS, and EP/Comp). Tables E.2 shows the corresponding data for Cohort B
(grade 3).

3In a normal distribution one ttandard deviacion above the mean 1s the 84th
percentile and one standard deviation below is the IQgh percentile.

(V)
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on which the LM-LEP students did about as well as the English-proficient
groups was computation; this is the set of items which, as indicated in
Table 8.3, makes virtually no demands on the student with respect to
knowledge of English.

As for the magnitude of the LM-LEP students' departure from national
norms, their mean Vocabulary scores were at the 22nd, 7th, and l4th
percentiles (Grade 1, Grade 3 fall, and Grade 3 spring respectively). The
corresponding figures for Reading Comprehension were 25th, 15th, and 2lst
percentiles; for the Math Total they were at the 27th, 30th and 35th
percentiles. As for the three pa.ts of the Math test, the three Concepts
of Number percentiles corresponding to the means were 22nd, 28th and 32nd.
For Computation and Applications combined, separate norms are not available
for the battery given in grade 1; for the combination, the mean is at the
28th percentile. Separate Computation and Applications norms are available
for the batteries used in grade 3; the Fall and Spring Computation means are
at the 44th and 37th percentiles respectively; the corresponding
Applications percentiles are 25th and 29th.

If the percentiles for the Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, and Math
Total means are aver-3ed (for grade 1, grade 3 ¥Fall, and grade 3 Spring),
the resulting average of the nine national percentiles for the nine means is
only 22. The averages of the corresponding nine percentiles one standard
deviation above the mean (which is 84 in an unselected, normally distributed
population) and one standard deviation below (which is 16 in the same normal
population) are only 46 and 6 recgectively. Thus the LM-LEP students'
scores in this first year of the study are very low in comparison with

national norms.

As Tables 8.la and 8.1b (and also Tables 8.2a and 8.2b) show, the LM-LEP
students scored substantially lower than either of the English-proficient
groups (EP/LIS and EP/Comp) on the two English tests. The LM-LEP means are
at the 1llth to 24th percentiles, while the percentiles corresponding to
EP/LIS and EP/Comp means are in the 30's and 40's. (Thus the EP/LIS and
EP/Comp groups, too, are well below national norms. This confirms that the

use of a comparison group from the same schools as the LM-LEP children 1s
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definitely better than the alternative-—depending solely on the national
norms to serve the comparison group function--would have been.) Column 6 of
Table 8.2c provides the relevant summary data.
~

As for the math test, the three parts have to be considered separately
because they make different demands on ability to comprehend English.
Furthermore, the demands made by the Primary 3 math test (given to grade 3)
differ from those made by Primary 1 (given to grade 1). Table 8.3 summarizes
the English requirements of the math test not only for the three batteries
already given but for two additional batteries (Intermediats 1 and
Intermediate 2) scheduled to be given to Cohort B at the end of Year 2 and
Year 3 respectively. The parts of the table that apply to the tests given

in Year 1 are enclosed in boxes.

The results, which are summarized in Columns 7-11 of Table 8.2¢c, are in
line with what would be suggested by Table 8.3. 1In grade 1 (Cohort A) the
LM-LEP students were almost on a par with the two English-proficient groups
in Computation plus Applications, and slightly lower in Concepts of Number.
The Cohort B students, who, it will be recalled from Chapter 4, are expected
to be on the average a little lower than Cohort A in academic ability, were
¢%111 holding their own in Computation in comparison with the two English-
proficient groups. However, they were substantially lower in both Corcepts
of Number and Applications. These are the two math tests which, as
indicated by Table 8.3, require some knowledge of spoken English, and in the
case of the Applications test also require a realing knowledge of English.
Overall, the differences between the LM-LEP group and the two English~

proficient groups were considerably smaller for math than for English, as

can be seen from an examination of columns 6 and 7 of Table 8.2¢.

In addition to showing overall data for the three basic groups (LM-LEP,
EP/LIS, and EP/comp), Tables 8.la and 8.1b also break the LM-LEP data down
by native ‘anguage category, as do Tables 8.2a and 8.2b. If we look at
these data, we see that the language groups differed substantially in their
mean scores on Vocabulary and Reading Comprehension. Many of the
differenres were almost certainly due to differences among the various

ethaic groups with respect to the degree to which the parents, and the

children, perceive pressure to learn English. A related factor may be that

6o
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TABLE 8.2c. SAT percentiles corresponding to SAT math mesn ecorse 8
and mean of SAT rrccntnu corresponding to means of
English score™’ *€

M) ) 3 (%) (5) (6) (4] ® ) (10) Q)
Dats Math cubiutl

Collection SAT Engligh Math Concepte Comput. dpplic. Comput .

ort Grade Per 1od Battery Grou scorss Total of no. + applic.
A 1 spring '85 Primary LM-LEP 24 27 22 - - 28
1 EP/L\S n 3 5] - - 35
EP/Comp 40 k) | 28 - - 3
B k] Fall ‘84 Primary LM-LEP 11 30 28 b4 25 -
2 EP/LIS 30 45 43 b} 11 -
EP/Comp 30 k1] i} &) 38 -
B k] Spring '85 Primary LM-LEP 18 k3 32 kN 29 -
k] EP/LIS . 36 45 47 40 &2 -
EP /Comp 40 &2 4% 38 40 --

“Righte score.

brme two Englieh scores sra Vocabulary and Reading Comprshsnsion. The pe.centiles corrssponding to the Vocabulary
mean and the Resding Comprshension mesn have been aversged to give ths msen percentilee in column 6.

€his table is bascd on the Tabie E.} data (in Appendix E).
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TABLE 8.3. Degree to which SAT math tests require ability to comprehend English®

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

SAT Demands on ability to comprehend

SAT Math Spoken Written

Battery G_l_‘"e_n__h_\___Y_tn_r_lﬁ: Scheduled *o be given to: Teat English Engliah

||

Primary 1 Cohort A, Grade 1, Spring ‘85 Computation Alwost nove None
Concupta of No. Constderable Almoat none
Applications Considersble Almoat none

Primacy 2 rohort B, Grade 3, Fall ‘84 Cohort A, Grade 2, Spring ‘86 Computation Almost none None
Concepts of No. Some Almost none
Applications Some Very little

Primary 3 Cohort B, Grade 3, Spring '85 Cohort B, Crade 3, Spring ‘87 Comput ation Almost none Nona
Concapts of No. Some Almoat none
Applications Some Conaiderabls

Intermediate 1 Cohort B, Grade 4, Spring ‘86 Computation Almoat oone Slight
Concepta of No. Some Conaidarable
Applications Some Conaiderable

Intermediate 2 cohort B, Grade 5, Spring ‘87 Computation Almost none Slight
Concepts of No. Some Conaiderable
Applications Some Conaiderablas

*The parts of this table that apply to the tests given in Year 1 are enclcsed in boxes.
r s ¢ P
2 6 !
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8-11

members of some ethnic groups are more likely to live in enclaves where

everyone speaks the native language.

Looked at from another viewpoint, although many of the mean differences
among language groups are statistically significant there were very large
overlaps among the groups, ac can be seen from the sizable standard
deviations (shown in Tables 8.la and 8.1b, or 8.2a and 8.2b). Thus some of
the mean differences that are statistically significant are neverthelass
numerically too small to suggest that the basic conclusions of the study
will necessarily differ by language group.

Another approach to the relation of SAT scores and language is to
investigate the relation to SAT scores of how well English and the native
language are spoken. Table 8.4 presents some data of that sort. The table
shows means and standard deviations on selected SAT tests (and the Raven)
for groups that are somewhat homogeneous with respect to their English SOPR
and native language SOPR scores, for each of which the range of possible
scores (5 to 25) has been divided into three equal intervals. The SAT tests
selected for inclusion in this table were the two Erglish tests (Vocabulary
and Reading Comprehension), Math Total, and because it could be expected to
show the least relation to SOPR scores, Computation. The Computation test
lived up to expectation. In general, scores on the other tests were mur*
more closely related to scores on the English SOPR than to the native
language SOPR. In fact, some tendency towards a negative relation between
native language SOPR and SAT Vocabulary (for students falling ip the same
class interval on English SOPR) was manifest. The reason for this negative

relationship 13 not entirely clear at this point.

CORRELATIONAL DATA

Sections of two large correlation tables which appear in Appendix E
(Tables E.4a for Cohort A and E.4b for Cohort B) have been extracted and put
in this chapter for the convenience of the reader, at the points where those
sections are discussed. These tables contain the Raven total, all SAT
scores, all English SGPR scores, teacher ratings on selected academic skills
variables (five in English and three in math) and three composites relating

t> the student's home and family.
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10
11
12

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
21
22
23
24
25

27

Table 8.4, Adjusted score means and standard deviations on selected tests, for groups classified on SOPR scores
Cohort A, Spring '85 Cohort B, Pall ‘84 Cohort B, Spring '85 Cohort Cohort
sork SAT :r&r:;,ll!on ¥ SAT Priﬁory 2 Yorm ¥ SAT Prif::‘;gllon ¥ Grade | Grade 3
Tos.! scores n—— e e —— on— CEEEE——

Native Rdg. ) ~ Rdg. Math Y. Raty Raven ¥
language English Vocab. Comp. ut. total | Vocab. Comp. ut, tota Vocab. Comp. ut. Tota fic]
19-25 19-25 X 19.8 25.1 16.0 54.3 16.2 24.6 28.5 73.5 15.1 30.7 28.6 68.6 19.4 26.2
L 4.9 8.4 4.7 12.3 4.5 1.7 6.6 14.8 5.2 10.2 8.5 18.7 5.8 8.9
N 531 534 682 625 840 865 913 889 798 827 916 799 810 810
12-18 X 17.9 2.4 14.9 49.4 13.6 19.1 26.8 66.4 12.2 24.7 26.4 61.8 18.7 25.0
o 5.1 7.5 4.7 12.2 3.7 1.3 7.1 14.7 3.9 8.3 8.7 18.4 5.6 9.2
N 461 463 n3 627 699 699 7167 132 612 633 793 614 895 Thb
5-11 X 15.8 19.6 13.9 45.2 12.5 13.6 25.1 60. 4 11.2 20.1 26.4 59.7 172.6 24.0
L hoh 1.3 5.0 13.4 3.8 5.1 8.0 16.6 4.0 6.4 9.3 18.2 5.6 9.7
N 443 446 783 692 223 249 341 288 214 220 319 215 Ih 980 355
12-18 19-25 X 21.4 25.2 14.8 52.0 18.3 24.7 26.4 69.9 17.0 31.0 27.0 65.6 18.5 25.7
L 5.2 8.7 4.6 12.4 5.5 8.0 1.4 17.5 6.5 11.5 8.8 20.1 5.6 9.2
N 100 101 115 108 138 142 144 141 130 131 135 123 126 135
12-18 X 17.7 20.4 13.1 45.6 4.6 17.6 25.5 63.6 13.1 23.4 24.1 54.7 17.4 21.7
o 5.9 1.5 5.0 12.6 4.5 1.6 1.6 16.8 4.8 8.7 9.5 18.5 5.3 1.9
N 152 151 216 199 125 123 134 124 109 109 130 101 248 134
5-11 X 18.3 19.8 13.4 45.6 13.5 133 21.5 52.8 10.9 19.7 22.0 47.2 16.3 19.9
o 6.8 7.1 4.9 13.7 3.2 5.7 8.6 15.9 3.4 6.7 10.2 19.1 5.6 6.6
N 128 127 180 157 48 50 76 59 39 37 64 42 220 69
5-11 19-25 X 23.6 26.8 14.9 52.7 19.7 26.4 27.8 72.8 18.9 33.9 27.5 69.5 19.2 24.9
o 5.6 8.6 4.7 12.3 5.8 7.2 6.5 15.6 6.3 10.7 8.4 18.5 5.5 8.9
N 133 133 138 135 81 84 82 81 74 3 76 3 145 79
12-18 X 17.4 18.9 11.1 37.7 16.2 19.2 27.4 67.4 4.7 24.1 23.6 56.3 15.7 24.3
's 6.3 6.2 4.8 12.2 5.0 8.1 6.6 14.8 5.8 8.9 8.0 18.4 5.3 8.4
N 37 7 42 39 49 50 47 46 &7 49 49 47 50 49
5-11 X 17.2 19.7 10.8 39.2 13.5 14.5 23.2 56.0 11.0 20.4 24.5 53.5 14.7 21.1
s 6.9 1.8 5.3 14.8 3.7 5.0 1.9 15.6 2.9 6.2 9.1 18.8 5.3 7.4
N 58 63 97 89 32 34 35 34 26 1 33 26 116 36

*Thewe dula are discussed in Chapter &, Section C, where they are also shown in Table 4.17.
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Tables 8.5a (Cohort A) and 8.5b (Cohort B) (extracted from Tableu E.4a
and E.4b) show the intercorrelations among the various SAT scores, and their
correlation with the Raven. The Raven had modest correlations with all the
SAT variables. Its highest correlation, in both cohorts, was with the Math
Total (.47 in Cohort A, .46 in Cohort B fall testing, .48 in Cohort B spring
testing). 1Its correlations with the individual math scores were also higher
than with the individual English scores. The correlations are in line with
expectation, and may be regarded as evidence supporting the choice of both
the SAT and the Raven as mainstays of the study. The kinds of correlational
relationships expected between Raven and SAT are discussed at some length in

Chapter 4, Section D; the discussion will not be repeated here.

Table 8.6 shows the cross-correlations between the fall '84 SAT and the
spring '85 SAT (for Cohort B). 1In most cases the highest correlation for
any variable was with its matching variable in the other battery. (The
exceptions occurred with a composite score in which the directly
corresponding score is included.) The cross—correlation for English total
was .7/6; for math total, .75. The lowest of the nine cross-correlations,

.56, was for vocabulary.

8A.2.b Correlat.ons Between SOPR Scales and SAT Scores

8-13
8A.2.a SAT Intercorrelations, Cross-correlations, and Correlations with Raven

Table 8.7a, extracted from Tables E.4a and E.4b, shows the cross-
correlations between English SOPR ratings and SAT scores. Most of the
correlations between SOPR total and SAT scores were in the .20's for Cohort
A and 1in the .30's and .40's for Cohort B. The chief exception was Compuvta-
tion, for which the three correlations (Cohort A, Cohort B fall, and Cohort
B spring) with SOPR total were .15, .17, and .15 respectively. The grade 3
(Cohort B) correlations of the English scores with SOPR were systematically
higher than the math corre‘ations with it; the highest correlation, .465,

was for English total (spring 1985, Cohort B).
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TABLE 8.5a. Intercorreletions among SAT scores and Raven: Cohort A, Crade 1%

Based on Lll-l.l! students

) (3) ) ¢ (6 () ® (9 Qo)

Stanford Achievement Teat - Primary } - Spr.'8sS

ESGLISIII: HATH Tota!
<. / *
K 4 05 -:o
§ ‘v

<
Row
[ SCORK
CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS
1 Raven CPY .242 ,351 350  .438 .359 .430 .443 .469 .455
SAT-Primsry 1 -~ Spring ‘85
Engliah
2 Vocabulary .524 815  .486 .317 .S51) .461 .502 .723
k} Rdg.Comprehension .9 .568 .423 .540 ,540 .595 .83)
4 English Totasl .622 .434 ,603 .578 .635 .898
Math
S Concepts of No. . .618 ,736 .760 .916 .83S
6 Conput~*ion . .565 .902 .833 .707
7 Applications .866 .864 .B15
8 Comput .+Applic. .957 .855
9 Math Total .910
English + Msth
10 Total

aCorrelations in this table have been extracted from Table E.4a.
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TABLE 8.5b.

Intercorrelations among SAT ecorss anda Raven:

Based on LM-LEP etudente

Cohort B, Grade 3*

Stenford Achisvement Teat - Primary 2 - lnll'l4

tenford Achisvement 1rat - Primsry 3 - Spr.'8d

BNGLISH

NATH i“tﬂal

English + Meth
Totel

TEST
— COEPP1CIBNTS

Re‘'en SPM .202 .346  .338 452 .350 386 . 22 462 .463]].146 .33 .322 482 .152 .432 .4
SAT

English

Vocabulary 461 .766 .380 .170 .463 ,354 .38 .61) .527 776  .390 .118 .407 .318

Rdg.Comp. .924  ,523 ,350 .516 .493 ..536 .786 L9435 536 434 .642 .59)

English Total 2343 327 574 510 .V56 .87* 348,390 .633 .56)
« Math

Coi.cepta of No .572 .709 .732 .88) .816 .397 .689 713

Computation .207 .860 .83 .703 .597 .909

Applicatione 849 854 .834 .817

Comput . +App1 4. .968 .880

Hath Totel .922

A9

.61
614
393

.833
.889
873
915

.398
.84C
.83

. 809
.46
.86}
.895
921

*Correlations in this teble have been sxtracted from Teble E.4b.
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TABLE 8.6. Correlations between fall '84 and spring '85 SAT scores:
Cohort B, Grade 3*

Based on LM~LE® setudents

SAT
Primary 2
Fall '84:
SAT score
CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS
English
Jocabulary .561 471 566 ,325 .151 .338 .266 .3Cz .40d
Rdg.Comp. 440 ,727 708  .495 ,372 .539 .513 .546  .682
Eaglish [otal .561 .730 .758  .499 .335 .S551 .487 .523 .693
Mach
Concepts of No. 2357 495 .50 .677 .500 .374 .598 .662 .666
Computaticn .138 351 ,314  .337 .628 .493 .632 .643 .364
Applications .45 508 .550 .59% .433 .582 .562 .609 .A52
Comput . +Applic. TrT A89 .AB8 649 ,618 .615 ,690 .722 .697
Mach Total oJd.. o826 527,703 .616 641 .702 .748 .732
Ecglish + Math :
Tecal 500 687 .702  ,698 .%64 .682 .692 .740 ,808

*Correlacions in this tabls have been e.\racted from Table E.4b.

Q
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Table 8.7b is essentially parallel1 to Table 8.7a, except that it is
for the native language SOPR not the English SOPR. For both grade 1 and

-

grade 7, correlations of the native language SOPR with the English subtest
scores (particularly with Vocabulary) are significantly negative. The grade
1 correlations with Reading are also negative, but only very slightly
(though tho negative correlation, with Speaking is statistically
significant). In grade 3 the correlations with Reading are not
significantly different from zero, but the correlations with Vocabulary are
again definitely negative. The correlations with the Math scores are quite
close to zero for the grade 1 cohort and also for grade in the fall, but

by the spring they are a little higher.

8A.2.c Correlations of SAT with the Three Home-and-Family Variables

Table 8.8a shows the cross-correlations between the SAT variables and

three home-and-family variables:

1. Parents' use of English in the home.

This 1s a “lve-point scale from O to 4 in which a value of 4
means the parents speak nothing but English and O means the
parents speak no Engli .h.

2. Parents' education.

This is a weighted average of the nuamber of years o:
schooling the parents have lLad, with a scale value of 14
representing 14 or more years and with the more educated parent
having triple weight.

3. Socioeconomic status.

This 13 a weighted sum o parents' education {(with the
parents equally weighted) and status of parent's occupation (on a
five-point scale). If both parents are eu.loyed the higher-status
occupation 1is the one used (See Appendix B for further details).

lrable 8.7b, unlike Table 8.7a, shows means and standard deviations in addition

to the zorrelation coe¢"ficients. The means and standard deviations for the Table
8.7a varlables can be found in Tables E.4a and E.4b, from which t' Table 8.7a
correlations were =2xtracted.
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TABLE 8.7s, Correlstions between English SOPR ratings and SAT scores

Based on LM-LEP gcudentst®

I
i3
S/ &
A 1
B 3
B 3

orrelations

SAT

Bat tery,
Fors, and
When

|z

155¢ Primary 1l
Form F,
Spring '8S

1434 Primary 2
Form E,
Fall ‘84

1434 Primary 3
Form F
Spring '85

Admninistered

SAT Score

English
Vocabulary
2dg.Compratiansica
English Total

Math
Concep*.s of No.
Computation
Applicacions
Comput.+Applic,
Math Total

Koglish + Mach
Total

English
Vocabulary
Rdg.Comprehansion
English Total

Math
Concepts of No.
Computation
Applications
Comput.+ipplic.
Math Total

English + Math
Total

English
Vocabulary
Rdg.Comprehension
Englist Total

Math !
Concepts of No.
Computation
Applications
Comput . +Applic.
Math Totsl

English + Math
Total

English

SOPR

.267
.255
+296

.209
154
274
.237
240

.295

. 396
471
512

312
.176
.388
.17
336

.376
.431
465

.261
142
.257
.219
247

377

CORRELATIONS

.236 .269 .277 .258 .227 .265
+255 .249 .266 .238 .20% .237
.282 .292 .308 .280 .246 .283

.204 .205 .216 .191 .176 .201
<171 (147 .153 .142 .125 .14l
+265 .270 .272 .262 .236 .2%W
.243 .230 .235 .223 .19¢ .222
<241 .234 .241 .223 .202 .227

<288 .29) .302 .277 .247 .281

<329 .400 384 .386 .359 .372
419 469 451 450 414 .446
o446 312 .492 .493 .455 .484

+282 .309 .296 .289 .279 .289
<175 .170 .155 .161 .154 .168
«345 .386 .363 .365 .361 .362
«293 .312 .290 .295 .289 .298
.308 .332 .312 .313 .305 .318

412 459 436 .437 414 .436

«327 .376 .370 .354 .324 .365
«373 .432 .420 .410 .380 .4l4
402 .466 .454 G641 40T .448

.230 .261 .259 .231 .238 .252
+127 .141 .135 .131 .120 .146
0230 .256 .246 .230 .237 .248
.195 .218 .209 .198 .195 .216
«219 .246 .238 .222 .221 .242

.330 .377 .367 .350 .334 .366

this tabie nave Deen &xXtracted Irom Japies A.48. ADT L.40.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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| I TABLE 8.7b. Correlations between native languags SOPR ratings and SAT acores
| Based on LM-LEP atudents
. Native Language SOPR
SAT
Blttlry.
Form, and SAT
Lan Scors
admin. D
CORRELATIONS
A 1 1827 Primary 1 English
Forn ? Vocabulary -,187 -.164 -.188 -.168 -.186 -.174 -.182 18.66 5.67
Spring '%S Rdg.Comp. -.051 -,017 -.058 -.038 -.054 -.064 -.064 22,39 8.27
English Total -.121 -,088 -,126 -.103 -.122 -,123 -,128 41.05 12,27
Math
. Concepta of No. .077 .085 .073 .086 .078 .026 .084 20.85 5.93
Computation .123  .122 .120 .132 .l116 .086 .118 14.71 4.94
Applications -.005 .,012 -,009 .015 -.009 -.038 -.002 13.67 4.30
Comput. + Applic. .072 .081 .068 .088 .065 .032 .071 28.38 8.13
Hath Total .079 .088 .075 .093 .075 .031 .081 49.23  13.24
English + Math
Total -.019 .004 -.024 -.002 -,022 ~-.048 -.021 90.28 23.05
B 3 1514 Primary 2 English
l Form E Vocabulary -.192 -,186 -.189 -.192 -,.189 -.187 -.1(8 15.40 4.78
Fall ‘84 Rdg.Comp. .032 .011 .036 .023 .024 .038 .049 22,33 8.21
English Total -.059 -.071 -.055 -.066 -.063 -.052 -.027 37.73  11.16
Math
Concapts of No. 101 .,073 .106 .099 .097 .098 .106 21.11 5.94
Computation J21 .111 ,120 .118 .112 .093 .133 27.94 6.90
Applications .011 ,000 .014 .012 ,010 .0l4 .0l6 21,08 6.04
Cowput. + .pplic. .081 .068 .082 .080 .074 .065 .091 49.02 11.21
Math Total .09 .075 .096 .092 .088 .082 .103 70.13  16.05
l English + Mach
Total .035 .017 .039 .031 .029 .030 .05%6 107.86 24.10
B 3 1514 Primary 3 English
Form F \ Vocabulary -.129 -.128 -,126 -,122 -.122 -,134 -.101 14.13 5.28
Spring '85 Bdg.Comp. .003 -.018 .,008 -.001 .003 .000 .029 27.83 10.21
m!:;luh Total =.047 -.062 -.042 ~-,048 -.044 -.052 ~-.017 41.95 13.75
t
Concepta of No. .097 .075 .099 .101 .100 .09 .086 18.82 6.23
Computation .135 .135 .15 .166 .15 .153 .123 28.02 8.83
Applications .099 .066 .104 .100 .,100 .095 .102 18.57 7.43
Cosput. + Applic. 44 ,115 ,148 ,151 ,142 .141 126 46.59 14.58
Math Total JA39  .110 (142 L1465 .138 .134 .122 65.41 19.49
English + Math
Total 069 .044 .074 .073 .070 .064 .072 107.36 29.67
MEANS asanud SDa
A 1 Mean 20.11 4.12 15.98 3.95 3.97 4.15 3.92
) ) G- 5.66 1.12 4.63 1.25_ 1,22 1,19. 1.25 ...
o 3 3 Msan 21.08 4.32 16.76 4.20 _4.18 4.29 4.08 .
' o~ 4.99 1.00 £,10 1,07 1.07 1.08 1.10
vy
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TABLE 8.8a. Correlation of three home-and-family variables with SAT acores

Based on LM-LEP studentst

Cohort A, Grade 1 Coliore B, Grade 3

Correlation with

Correlation witl
SAT, Fall '8% SAT, Spring '85

o —

SAT score

English
Vocabulary .158  .191 .215 .260 .239 .27] .231 198 .208
Lug .Comp . 091 .126 .150 114,165 201 140 138 .184
English Total 134 (172 .200 195 .223 .262 Jd84 0 119 .216
Math
Concepts of No. -.008 .080 .082 .002 .067 .081 .016 .070 .100
Computation -.uud  .037 .068 -.095 -.007 -.004]} -.049 -.019 -.028
Applications 046 (113 .142 .070 .114 .119 .006 .083 .086
Comput .+Applic. ~-.017 .082 .115 ~-.021 .058 .063ff -.026 .032 .029
iath Total -.014 .086 .107 -.0l4 .065 .073]} -.014 .046 .054
English + Math
Total 064 .142 .170 . .082 .148 .174 .082 .115 .138

*Correlations in this table have been extracted from Tables E.4a and E.4b.
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TABLE 8.8b. Cross-correlstions of SAT summary scores with SES, three reading-matter-in-the-home variables, and time
in the United States*
Based on LM-LEP students
b & S.A.T. Summary Scores
3 é’. - Fall 1384 Spring 1585
N Varisble ng. th Tot. Eng. Math  Tot. Mean S.D.
CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS
A 1 1011 1. Socioeconomic status .251  .142 .215 14.91 5.35
2. No. of yesrs in United Ststes 077 -.002 . 041 5.68 1.76
3. Reading matter in the home
a. In English .200  .029 .125 .99 .87
b. In snother language ~.062 .004 -~.032 .56 .80
c. All 106  .024 .07 1.5 1.17
Mean 43.24 51.02 94.26
S.D. 13.07 13.29 23.97
It
CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 2
" 3 699 1. Socioeconomic ststus 254 077 .172 .219  .056 .141 14.13 5.23
2. No. of years in United States .192 040 .118 .125 ~-.085 .007 6.77 2.57
3. Reading matter in the home
a. In English L2648 .091 .178 .23 .081 .164 .99 .87
b. In another lsnguage -.086 .04% -.008 -.053 .027 -.009 .6% .82
' c. All 121 .097 -122 .131 .075 .111 1.59 1.22
! Mean 39.95 71.90 111.84 44.75 68,34 113.09
S.D. 11.78 16.42 24.82 14.86 19.39 30.69

|
|

*Correlations in this table are based on the same cases as those in Table 4.18.
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The most striking finding in the Table 8.8a data is that Vocabulary
consistently had a higher correlation with each of the three home-and-famlly
variables than did any other SAT score. The explanation of the relation to
parents' use of English in the home 18 of course obvious, as is parental
education; and since the latter is a component of socioeconomic status,

that, too can be expected to be correlated wich SAT Vocabulary.1

Table 8.8b shows the cross-correlations of SAT summary variables with
socioeconomic status, length of time in the U.S. and three additional
home~and~family variables--specifically the three variables relating to the
presence of reading materials in the home discussed in Chapter 4, Section
D. The subsamples on which the two tables (8.8a and 8.8b) are based are not
1dent1ca1.2 Socioeconomic status is included in both tables, to provide a
link, and thus 2 baeis for comparison. Tnspectisn of Table 8.8% reveals a
definite relationship between the presence of English readirg matter /)
(newspapers or magazines) in the home and total English score on the SAT.

It must be borne in mind, however, that this relationship is not necessarily
a causative one; it may merely reflect the fact that both the presence of
English reading matter in the home and level of the English score are
attributable at least in part to some third variable to which both are
related. We investigated the possibility that the explanation of the
correlation lay in the fact that both the child's SAT English score and the
likelihood of English reading matter in the home would tend to inurease the
longer the family lived in the United States. That possible explanation has
been eliminated, however; the partial correlations between SAT English and

lThe intercorrelations of the three variables are ghown in Tables E.4a and E.4b.

2The subsamples for the Table 8.8b data differ from those for Table 8.8a because
the data in the two tables are extracted from different pairs of listwise
correlation matrices. Table 8.8a 18 extracted from Tables E.4a and E.4b, while
Table 8.8b 13 extracted from the same listwise matrix as Table 4.18.
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English reading matter in the home, with length ~€ time in the United States
partialed out,1 are about as high as the correspo. ing zero-order

correlation, as can be seen from a comparison of columns 6 and 8 in Table
8.&.

88 B. TEACHERS' RATINGS OF STUDENT PROFICIENCY IN ENGLISH,
MATH, AND NATIVE LANGUAGE

On the Student Evaluation Form the academic subject teacher who spent
the most time with a student (usually the student's homeroom teacher) was
asked at the end of the school year to rate each student's proficiency in
seven aspects of English, three of math, and three aspects of native
language, on a five-point scale. The various proficiencies to be rated are
listed below and ‘n Table 8.9; the footnote of the table shows the five-point
scale. These ratings are intended primarily as a supplement to the SAT
scores. Some preiiminary data invoiving the ratings are presented in the

peragraphs that follow. The specific areas for which ratiny were obtained

are:

For English

1. Pronunciation

2. Oral communication

3. Vo abulary

4. Spelling

5. Mechanics of reading
6. Reading comprehension
7. Writing

1. Concept of numbers
2. Computation
3. Word prob..ms

1"Partia11ng out” a variable (C) from a correlation between two other variables

(A and B) means determining what the correlation between variables A and B would

be if that portion of them dependent on C were first removed. The partial correla-
tion between variables A and 8, with C nartialed out, 18 represented by the
' notation rABC.

For Math
|
\
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TABLE 8.8c,

Corrslstions betwesn SAT English Totel and English resding matter in the howe,
without and with time in the U.S. pectisled out; slso relsted corrsletions

a @
A 1
B 3
B 3

3)

SAT battery,

form,
and when

adminietered

Primacy 1
Porm F

Spring'd5

Primary 2
Form E
Fell'84

Primary 3
Form F
Spring’85

O)

011

699

699

&)

Verisble

1.
2.

3.

3
.

SAT English Tontel
Englieh reeding matter
in the home

Time in U.S.

SAT Englien Totel
English resding m: .ter
in the home

Time 1in U.8.

SAT English Tots?
English reading matter
in the home

Time in U.S.

(6)
Correlstion*
betwesn
SAT English ond

English resding
matter in the

home
(12)
.200

248

.234

)]

Correlation®
with time
in U.S.

(’13

and r2;>

0N
.136

192
154

125
154

¥

Pertiel
correlation

('12.3)

.192
.225

219

#Thess correlstions have been sxtracted from the weme listwiss corrslation wmatrices o Table 8.8b.

O
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TABLE 8.9.

Student ekille to be rated on 5-point scale* (on Student Evalustion Form)

(N

1. Ergliesh

2. Math

3. Native
languege

Skille eres

(2)
Students to be reted
in comparieon with

Averege native
English-spesking
student of sams ege

Averege student of
same oge

Averesge fully fluent
child of same sge

) 4)
Students

to be rated 1f and only if

All etudente -

All studente -

Students vhozs
nstive languege
ie not Englieh

Teacher ie pro-
ficient in child'e
netive lenguage

le.
1b.
lc.
1d.
le.
1f.
1g.

2e.
2b.
2c.

3.
e,

(5)
Skills to be reted

Pronunciation

Orsl communication
Vocebulary

Spelling

Mechanice of resding
Resding coaprehension
Writing

Concept of nusbere
Computetion (accurecy)
Word problems

Speaking
Understending
Reeding

1. Much po . sr

*The 5-point scale for esch of the 13 ites shown in colum: 5 1s se followe:

2. Somswhat } ‘orer
3. About the s ‘me
4, Somewhat bet «r

5. Much better

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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8-26
For Native Language
1. Speaking
2. Understanding spoken language
3. Reading

DISTRIBUTIONAL DATA

Table 8.10 shows the distributions of the LM-LEP students' ratings,
along with the means and standard deviations. Most of the means were low.
The principal exceptions were two math ratings (Concepts of Number and
Computation), corresponding to SAT math tests that require relatively little
English, and two native language yroficiency ratings--(1) Speaking, and (2)
Understanding Speech-~which v (e about 3.0 or slightly above.

CORRELATIONAL DATA

Intercorrelations Among Student Evaluition Form Proficiency Scales, and
Correlations with SAT Variables

Table 8.11 (extracted partly from Tables 9.4a and 9.4b respectively, in
the next chapter, and partly from Tables E.4a and E.4b) shows the
intercorrelations among various proficiency ratings for IM-LEP students, and
also intercorrelations among the mean ratings in English, math, and native

language pro“iciency.

Table 8.12 (extracted from Tables E.4a and E.4b) shows the correlations
between selected Student Evaluation Form ratings and SAT scores. As in the
case of the SOPR (see Chapter 4, Section C), we expected the correlatiin of
ratings with SAT test scores to tell us more about the ratings than about
the SAT. This expectation turned out to be correct. Again, as in the case
of the SOPR, there was ro tendency at all for the highest correlation of a
particular SAT test to be with the corresponding rating scale. This

supports the earlier assertion that most raters did not successfully

accomplish the fine-tuning of ratings called for by sepa;ately named ratings.

to
55
~3

4 U G N OE G T .

—— DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATAS, INC. '




§-27

l TABLE 8.10. Diatribuciona, means, and atandard deviationa for end-of-year ratings by teachers
Baaed on LM-LEP atudenta
Data based
o Parcentrage distributions of racings by Ceachera on ratinga l-5
Form 9
Low High Don't Not yet Total -
1 Jeen d Skill Ares L2 3 3 ) know  taught* Total N X L X
English D i —_—
A 1 Bla Proaunciacion 22.4 38.9 29.3 5.5 3.7 .2 -— 100.0 | 4501 2.29 1.00 4492
b Oral cosmun. 26.5 39.0 27.0 5.4 4.0 .2 - 100.0 § 4501 2.25 1.01 4693
l ¢ Vocabulary 27.9 39.7 23.3 5.0 3.8 .2 - 100.0 | 4473 2.17 1.02 4463
d Spelling 20.8 23.8 20.8 5.0 3.4 .6 25.5 100.0 | 4457 2.27 1.08 3292
e Machanics of rdg. 19.2 24.1 23.4 6.0 4.2 .3 22.8 100.0 | 4482 2.38 1.10 3647
4 Rdg. comprehension | 20.5 24.3 21.2 5.2 4.0 3 24.5 100.0 | 4484 2.31 1l.10 3370
l 8 Writing 20.1 21.8 24.9 5.9 4.0 A 22.8 100.0 | 4498 2.37 1.11 3455
i Math
Cla Concept of noa. 6.5 16.7 S52.0 13.3 9.2 1.7 .6 100.0 | 4568 3.02 .97 4464
b Computation 7.1 1.7 S50.3 12.8 8.9 1.7 .6 100.0 | 4562 2.97 .99 4458
Il [ Word problems 13.5 22.5 39.2 8.5 6.5 2.2 7.6 100.0 | 4556 2.69 1.06 4107
Native language
DSa Speaking 5.1 14,3 S53.7 13.5 l0.1 3.3 - 100.0 | 3404 3.09 .95 3293
b Underscand speech 3.5 9.5 58.6 13.5 1l1.7 3.1 -— 100.0 | 3405 3,21 .91 3298
c Raading 15.7 19.3 3.0 2.1 9.9 7.0 -— 100.0 | 3396 2.80 1.18 3157
Engliah
3 Bla Pronunciation 15.0 41.7 33.2 6.6 3.5 .1 - 100.0 | 3523 2.42 .96 3521
b Oral commun. 17.3 40.7 31.2 6.9 3.9 .0 -— 100.0 | 3524 2.39 .98 3523
c Vocabulary 20,2 43,7 25.6 6.5 3.9 .0 - 100.0 | 3507 2.30 .99 3506
d Spelling 20.2 31.7 28.0 8.3 4.8 .0 6.9 100.0 | 3519 2.42 1.08 3275
e Machanics of rdg. 16.3 36.0 29.0 7.6 4.5 .1 6.5 100.0 | 3520 2.446 1,02 3287
£ Rdg. comprehension | 18.4 37.6 25.7 7.3 4.4 .1 6.5 100.0 | 3526 2.38 1.03 3292
'3 Writing 23.3 33.6 25.7 7.6 4.2 .1 5.8 100.0 | 3s21 2,32 1.07 33
Math
Cla Concept of noa. 5.6 19.7 51.2 14.7 8.6 2 .0 100.0 | 3540 3.01 .96 3532
b Computation 6.8 22.2 46.5 15.3 9.0 2 .0 100.0 | 3543 2.98 1.00 353
3 Word problems 15.5 32.9 33.9 10.5 6.0 4 .8 100.0 | 3539 2.58 1.07 399
Native language
Dla Speaking 2.9 15.2 55.0 1ls4.1 8.8 3.9 -— 100.0 | 2516 3.11 .88 2418
b Underscand apeech 2.4 12.8 56.0 15.2 9.7 3.9 - 100.0 | 2517 3.18 .87 2419
c Reading 9.9 22.9 40.2 14.0 7.4 5.6 100.0 | 2515 2.85 1.05 2373
*Dagh indicates option 13 not available.
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*
i TABLE 8.1l. Intercorrelatiuvas smong Student Rvaluation Porm Proficiency Scales
] Based on LM-LXP studenta®
End-of-year ratinga by teachere
End-of-year ratings by teachere, T
on Student Eva. sation Porm Raglish Skills Math $killy
4
. W
4 F/
& &
A 1 English qkills
Prouunciation 886 .855 .741 .74& 506 .501 .571
Oral commmication .880 .734 ,766 .516 .307 .590
Vocabulary -804 .810 ,523 .522 .61)
Mechanics of reading ' .916 .578 .38) .64)
Reading comprehe.sion .362 .566 .64
Math skillse
Concept of nos. 942 .799
Cowputation (sccuracy) .82%
Word probleme
Mean ratings
Raglish .629 .337
Math .516
Native language
3 3 English skills
Pronuaciation 883 .857 .738 .739 .435 .A22 _s3s
Oral communication 884 784 .776 .48) .468 .5%)
Vocabulary .803 .816 .513 .495 582
Mechanics of reading .895 ,3530 .547 .628
Resding comprehension 377 567 .668
Math skills
Concapt of unoa. 912 .816
Computation (accuracy) 827
Word prodlems
Mean ratings
Reelish .623 _3%8
Math .506
Native language
*Colunns 1-8 extracted from Tables E-4s and R-ib; Columns 9-11 extracted from Table %48 and 9-4b.

')
O
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TABLE 8.12. Correlation of selected Student Evaluation Form ratings
wich SAT scores
Based on LM-LEP students®
End-of-year recings by teachers
lutory.
!‘on.
SAT Scoro
Al Pri.-ty English
1 Vocsbulary 2323 .326 .368 .J99 .41%  .242 .237 .271
Form P R¢ g .Comprehension 360 .356 .435 .550 .S541 349 349 .383
Spring English Total 2393 .392 .464 .557 .558 348 )46 .386
's5 Mach
Concspts of No. 300 301 .369 432 .427  .436 .AAD 428
Computacion .163 .190 .224 .300 .299 424 440 404
Applications .281 .281 .329 .1J82 .387 .382 .387 .392
Comput . +Applic. 266 .263 .308 .382 .384  .457 .469 .450
Math Total .286 .296 .355 .429 .428  .477 .488 .469
Englich + Math
Total 374 379 451 543 543 438 463 .474
B 3 Primsry English
2 Vocabulary .385 .386 .398 .381 .397 .208 .217 .272
Form E Rdg.Comp. LA011 440 461 .543 547 320 .318 .381
Fall English Totsl 465 .A85 .506 .558 .568 .320 .324 .393
'84 Math
Councepts of No. 297 310 .312 .380 .401  .392 .409 .383
Computacion 176 198 .226 312 .321 L418 .44l 390
Applicacions .332 344 349 394 400  .360 .378 .387
Comput.h.pplic. 287 .307 .327 404 412 450 .474 A&7
Math Total L310 .329 L343 622 (435 .458 .482 .43)
Eaglish + Math
Total 422 b6 L4663 540 553 .453 .470 .484
8 3  Primicy English
3 Vocabulaxy 343 .367 .368 .361 .380 .213 .2iv .239
Form P Rdg.Comp . 434 (452 .480 ,555 .570 .364 .368 .432
Spring English Total AS5é 476 498 .551 .569 .352 .334 .412
'as Math
Concepts of No. 2285 .299 .310 .405 400 .430 .432 .426
Computation 193 214 750 .330 .326  .469 478 423 _—
Applicaticus L337 .360 .389 468 480  .471 461 .474
Comput . #pplic. <290 316 .352 441l 445 .526 .526 .300
Mach Total 308 .331 .362 .459 A6 .530 .537.509 -
English + Math
Tocal 412 437 467 .555 .564  .508 .514 .523
*Correlations in this table have been extracted from labies L.4a and E.4b.

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC
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The average English rating, and the average math rating from the Student
Evaluation Form will probably prove more useful than the separately named
ratings within math and English. Table 8.13, which sammarizes the correla-
tions of these average ratings with SAT English Total and SAT Math, provides
evidence to this effect. The correlations between corresponding puairs, 1i.e.
math rating and SAT Math Total are marked with an asterfsk; they were
gratifyingly high, ranging frcm .480 o .573.

8B.2.b Correlations Between Student Evaluation Form Ratings and SOPR Ratings

Table 8.14 ghows the correlations between English SOPR scales and some
Student Evaluation Form rating scales selected because they were supposed to
apply to the same cral comrunication skills as the SOPR scales. No tendency
whatever is discernible for the correlations between like-named SOPR and
Student Evaluation Form scales to bLe higher than the correlations between

nonmatching scales from the two instruments.

Table 8.15 provides some complementary data, showing correlations of
selected native language SOPR scales and English SOPR scales with Student
Evaluation Form ratings on native language skills. The Student Evaluation
Form ratings on understanding and speaking the native language were
substantially correlated with the native language SOPR ratings——-as of course
they should have been. And not surprisingly, their corresponding
correlations with the English SOPR were not only low but negative;
correlations with the Raven were also low. Strong evidence is lacking that
Student Evaluation Form ratings on speaking the native language and
understanding it are worth treating separately, rather than being
incorporated in a native language skills average. Apparently the two
abilities are so highly correlated that the raters did not find much

separation feasible when using the Student Evaluation Form.

L q\)
2O
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TABLE 8.13. Correlations of SAT subtotal scores (English and math) with
average English and average math ratings on

Student Evaluation Form

Based on LM-LEP students

Correlation with
Student Eval. Form

SAT SAT  SAT
Cohort Grade Battery Form Score

A 1 Primary 1 F  English total
(spring '85) Math total

B 3 Primary z E English total
(fall '84) Math total

B 3 Primary 3 F  English total
(spring '85) Math total

mean rating on: No. of
English Math Cases
«529*% ,370 2030
«392 J491%
.S573%  .356 1406
.420 480*
.566* ,385 1406
437 e L42%

*An asterisk is used to mark the correlations between corresponding variables.
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TABLE 8.14. Correlations of Student Evaluaation ratings on
selected English language skills with
English SOPR scores

Based on LM~LEP students

Correlation with
Student Evaluation Form

English rating on:
SOPR Oral
Cohort Grade N Scale Pronunciation communic. Vocab.
A 1 1550 A. Comprehension «343 .381 .376
B-E. Speaking (composite) .412 437 +423
B. Fluency .398 431 +412
C. Vocabulary 391 422 .410*
D. Promunciation .387* .392 .379
E. Grammar 397 423 414
A-E. Total «405 +433 .421
B 3 1434 A. Comprehension +389 +396 +392
B~E. Speaking (composite) .461 456 442
B. Fluency 447 444 427
C. Vocabulary .435 442 .429*
D. Pronunciation .422% 401 .380
E. Grammar «+430 426 +426
A-E. Total 459 456 444

NOTE: Correlations ir this table have been extracted from Tables E.4a and E.4b.

*An asterisk s used to mark the correlations between corresponding SOPR and
Student Evaluation Form ratings.
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' TABLE 8.15. Correlations of Student Evaluation Form (SEF) ratings
on selected native language skills with SOPR scores
l and wvith Raven total
Based on IM-LEP students
N
SEF, Native language skills
Cohort A, Grade 1 Cohort B, Grade 3
Conder- Under-
Speaking standing Speaking standing
CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS
1. Native language SOPR . .
a. Comprehension (Scale A) .aoa* +385 +230 <264
b. Speech (Scales B-E) .438% 385 287%  L297
c. Total (Scales A-E) «436 «392 +282 .297
2. English SOPR
a. Comprehension (Scale A) -.140 =~ 150 -.073 -.058
b. Speech (Scales B-~E) -.1046 =-.122 -.079 -,072
Coe Total (Scales A—E) -0113 e 132 —0080 "0071
4. Student Evaluation Form (SEF)
end-of-year ratings on
native language sgkills
a. Speaking - 0899 hnded 0910
b. Understanding . 899 - .910 -
MEAN 3.11 3.2 3.08 3.14
s.D. .99 .94 86 .85
No. of cases 1393 912
*Ai: asterisk is used to mark the correlations between corresponding SOPR and
Student Evaluation Form ratings.
' 0150D 293
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C. SUMMARY

This chapter i< concerned with preliminary data on the Stanford

Achievement Test, and on the academic proficiency ratings provided by

homeroom teachers who completed Student Evaluation Forms. Basic

distributional data on the Stanford are shown in Appendix E. In the chapter

itself, means, standard deviations, and a substantial amount of

correlational data are presented.

The Student Evaluacion Form contains 13 academic proficiency rating

scales--7 for English, 3 for math, and 3 for the student's native language.

Most of the mean ratings assigned by the students' teachers are low, with

the principal exceptions being in two areas of math (concept of numbers and

computation) that require 1little English. From the correlations among the

ratings we deduce that the academic proficiency mean ratings in the three

ma jor areas~—English, math, an] native language--will be useful variables,

both as predictors in certain contexts and as outcome measures in other

contexts.

The distributional data for the Stanford Achievement Test suggest that

it is workiag well.
LM-LEP sample lie in

Evidence that the tests used are appropriate for a

the fact tha*® there wa: a wide rang=2 of scores on each

test, but without undue bunching at either end. The correlational data,

particularly the patter.. of correlations with the Raven, support this

conclusion.

Average scores for the LM-LEP group, with the exception of Computation

~ sere well below the averages for the two English-proficient groups

an’ EP/Comp).

students relatively

Almost certainly a contributory factor to the LM-LEP
strong performance on the Computation Test is that it

is the test that makes the least demands on ability to understand written or

spcken English.
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Although the two English-proficient groups scored better than the LM-~LEP
students on most of the tests, all three groups tended to be below the

national norms.

Among the variables for which correlations with SAT srores were obtained
were three home-and-family variables: (1) parents' use of English in the
home, (2) parents' education and (3) socioeconomic status. The correlations
can at most be characterized as modest, but it is perhaps noteworthy that
all three of the home~and-family variables had a higher correlation with SAT
Vocabulary than with any of the other SAT tests. In general the
correlations of the SAT scores with other variables were just about what
would be expected if the SAT were functioning as we hoped it would--in other
words, if it were providing useful measures of the extent to which ILM~LEP
students were learning to read Englich and wece mastering both the English
language and mathematics well enough to be prepared to enter an all-English

classroon.

0150D
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Chapter 9. OTHER OUTCOMES"

In the previous chapter, outcome variables relating to students'
academic performance were discussed. In the present chapter,consideration
1s given to other outcome measures, some of which, like the SAT tests in

year 1 and year 2, also function in certain contexts as predictor variables.

A. STUDENTS' BEJAVIOR

TAE RATING SCALE

On the Student Evaluation Form students' main teachers were asked, at
the end of the year, to rate individual students on each of nine aspects of
clagsroom behavior and interpersonal relations in school, on a three-point
scale. The nine aspects are listed in Table 9.1; the footnote of the table
shows the three-point scala. The items in this part of the Student
Evaluation Form are intended primarily as outcome measures, although in some
contexts and for some analyses they may function instead as predictors.

This 1s the opposite of the part of the Student Evaluation Form that was
discussed in the preceding chapter--the ratings of subject-matter skills.
Those ratings are intended primarily as predictors, and to a lesser extent

88 outcome measuves.

labbreviations and nther special terms used in this study are defined in the
glossary, in Appendix A.
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TABLE 9.1. Nine aspects of student's behavier in school to be rated on 3-point scale*
(on Student Evaluation Form)

(M) (2) (3) (4)
Students Behavior
Area teacher is to be to be
requested to rate * rated If and only {f rated
A. The manner in which the child A1l students -- M. Gets along well with students

interacts with others (in all from same ethnic group
the classes the rating teacher Ab. Gets along well with other
grades) students

Ac. Gets along well with (eachers
and other adults

B. Student's typical) behavior

when:
1. Being taught English reading A1l students -- Bla. Participates in class actively
and other English language Blb. Listens to teacher and concentrates o
arts on assigned work 'lo
2. Being taught mathematics A1l students -- B2a. Participates in class actively
B2b. Listens to teacher and concentrates
on assigned work
. 3. Being instructed using the Students whose native Teagher is proficient B3a. Participates in class actively
child's native language language {s not English in child's native B¥®. Listens to teacher and concentrate.

language on assigned work

*The 3-point rating scale for each of the nine items shown in column 4 was:
1. Seldom or never
2. Sometimes
3. Almost always

A fourth response, "Don't know," was also avaflable. Cases for which this response was marked are treated as if the {tem vere omitted.
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9A.2  RESULTS

9A.2.a Dlstributions of Retings

Table 9.2 shows the distribution of ratings on the various classrsom
behavior and interpersonal relations scales on the Student Evaluation Form,
separately for each of the three groups (LM-LEP, EP/LIS, 2nd EP/Comp) within
each cohort. Table 9.3 summarizes the correspondiag means and standard
deviations. On the whole, the students were rated quite favorably. The
classroom behavior means for LM-LEP students (on a scale from 1 to 3) are in
the 2.5 to 2.6 range and some of the interpersonal relations means are quite
close to 3. These ratings may reflect actual classroom behavior or they may
be a reflection of the well-known reluctance of raters to use the bottom end

of a rating scale.

Trere was a tendency for the LM-LEP students' c¢lassroom behavior to be rated
more favorably when they were being taught in their native language than
vhen they were being taught English. This i{s apparent from Table 9.3,
althovgh it was not evident in Table 9.2. In Table 9.2, the data for the
relevant items ({items B3a a~d B3b, which represent the ctudent's behavior
during instruction using the native language) include a high proportion of
cases in the "no answer” category: about 26 percent of the grade 1 students
and about 30 percent of the grade 3 students. These large percentages are
attributable to the fact that the ratings could only be made by teachers who
provided instriction to the students through use of the native language.
Consequently the percentages in the "Almost always” category are far lower
than they would ve if they were based only on students for whem ratings were
available. Although there was some tendency for the LM-LEP students to
receive lower ratings in classroom behavior than the two EP groups, this
tendency was quite slight (even though several of the differences are
"gtatistically significant”).

9A.2.b Relation of Classroom Behavior to Other Variables

Table 9.4a (for Cohort A) and Table 9.4b (for Cohort B) show the

intercorrelations among the classroom behavior ratings, interperscnal
relationship ratings, teacher ratings of the stidents' subject-matter
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TARLK 9.2, Percentage distributions of snd-of-year Student Evaluation Form ratinge by teachers, on ‘uterpersonal relationt and classroom behavict
—_— PERCENTAGE D13 L IBUTION OF RATI HG  §
T GOnOTt As Crade Y rt Grade «
—— LSBT DANEYLOT b*!l.ltwl penhavior o ~
Interpersonal EE Interpersonal Using o
Group esponse relstions h Math t. . lations ﬁ Ma Nat.Lang.
Teowt . oA j Eh | 11 N Rk 2a kb Ea ML
M-LEP Alaost alwvays 82.3 77.9 85.4 51.5 53.6 60.1 62.1 45.5 45.4 81.3 76.2 85.9 58.7 63.3 62.3 66.6 431.8 45.0
Sometines 4.1 14.4 1.0 20.4 29.1 30.6 29.0 20.1 20.3 15.6 17.4 11.6 31.2 28.1 29.9 27.0 19.1 18.2
Seldom or never 1.6 i.8 1.4 9.0 8.0 7.5 19 5.0 4.8 1.5 1.6 1.2 7.7 5.9 6.9 5.2 3.1 2.9
Don't know 4 A .6 47 47 .5 6 3.2 3.2 4 3.2 4 .7 7 .2 .2 4.0 4.1
No answer 1.6 1.6 1.5 A4 A6 1.3 1.3 26.2 26.3 1.2 1.6 1.0 17 1.9 8 1.0 29.9 29.9
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 13%.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 4632 3562
BP/L1S Almost alwvays 77.5 75.8 81.4 65.7 60.56 62.4 59.6 77.3 4.3 82.3 69.5 67.5 171.3 70.0
Somet imes 17.7 18.8 14.3 27,9 3l.1 30.2 31.5 16.5 19.2 12.8 22.9 24.3 21.5 22.7
Suldom or never 2.2 2.5 1.3 4.0 5.3 4.1 5.4 2.n 2,6 2.1 3.9 136 3.8 3.8
pon't know 1.0 1.0 1.1 .1 .0 0 .0 2.8 2.1 2.1 2.4 2.4 2.6 2.6
No answer 1.7 1.9 1.9 2.3 2.9 3.4 35 1.5 1.7 .7 2.2 2.2 .8 .8 "9
E
TOLAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 i00.0 1L.0 160.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 834 7117
EP/Comp  Almosc alwayc 73.6 71.4 7.8 65.0 59.1 61.6 58.4 78.1 4.5 78.8 63.7 62.7 63.1 62.0
Sowctimee 19.3 2..0 18.6 27.0 28.6 28.9 29.1 17.4 20.8 17.6 29.4 29.0 30.0 29.8
Seldom or never 3.9 39 1o 4.8 9.1 6.4 9.3 34 3.2 2.4 4,9 6.0 5.6 6.0
Pon'* know .2 .0 .0 .2 .2 .5 .5 N .2 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
No ausver 3.0 2.7 136 3.0 3.0 2.7 2.7 .6 1.3 1.3 1.9 2.4 1.3 2.1
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 AW 466
*The letter codes for th: items are those shown in column 4 of Table 9-).
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TABLE 9.3. Msana and atandard deviations corraapording to Tabla 9.2 diatributiona

Cohort A, Grade 1 Cohort B, Grade 3

Arass rated Itent® Ql-m !PZL‘ES IPZE LMN-LEP EZL:S EPZCOE

Intarperaonal relations
Geta along with:

As. Studenta from own Mean## 2,823 2.773 2.721 2.810 2.787 2.755
athnic group 8.D.%% 423 469 ,531 430 .457 .505

N 4541 812 426 3508 686 461

Ab. Othar atudanta Mean** 2,808 2.754 2.694% 2,784 2,245 2.723
S.D.** 440 487 541 451 493 516

N 4360 810 428 3392 690 459

Ac, Adulta Mean** 2.858 2.826 1.745 2,859 2.825 2.774

S.D.** ,388 414 .502 .380 433 473
Clasaroom behavior N 4534 809 424 3512 697 460

vhen being taught:

1. BEngliah Bla. Participatas activaly Mean** 2,467 2.633 2,622 2,523 2.687 2.600
S.D.** 669 +560 .578 .638 +545 584
N 4211 814 426 3476 684 457
Blb. Liatans, concentrataa Mean** 2,502 2.572 2.516 2,590 2.670 2.580
S.D.* 654 595 .662 603 546  .606
N 4201 810 426 3467 684 455
2. Math B2a. Participataa activaly Mean** 2,535 2,603 2.570 2.560 2.699 2.583
S.D.** 634 .569 .614 .620 53 .597
N 4546 806 426 3528 692 460
B2b. Liatana, conceantrataa Mean** 2,561 2.561 2.507 2,621 2.686 2.572
S.D.** 624 .599 +666 584 542 .607
N 4545 805 426 3519 692 456
3. In native B3a. Parcicipataa activaly Maan** 2,574 2,615
language S.D.** 621 .576
N 3270 2354
B3b. Liatana, concantrataa Mean** 2,577 2,638
S.D.* 616 + 564
N 3263 2352

-

*For exact wording of itams, sea Tabla 9-1, colusn &.
*'The 3-point rating scale for each of the nina icams, aa indicatad in the footnote of Table 9-1, waa:

1. Seldom or nevar
2. Somstimea

\ Q 3. Almoat alwaya
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TABLS 9.4a. Correlations among Student Evaluation Form ratings and other varisbles: Cohort A, Grade 1
BSased on LM-IXP students
ﬂm ﬂALIIA!l(' FORM Racinge
Classroom behavior during: SAT Spring '85 Netive
I“:::p:::::'l Tse of Mean ekille rtgs. Primary 1 Porc ¥ leng.
= Rslish ~bath ~  HNHac.lang. native S Math SOPR Raven Possible
A Ab A Bla Blb B2a B2b Ria B3  Ens, Math Lang. Yocab, Rdx. It Iot. Tot Jotal  _CEM Hean 8D N* _rangs
€ CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS >
Interpersonal
relations
R At «914 .730 .283 .416 .312 421 ,230 .33 .146 .201 .120 J14 147 153 214 .204 123 .107 2.843  ,397 2030 1-3
Abaa «738  .288 419  .322 .421 ,225 .33 .154 .190 .100 .130 ,157 .167 .221 .215 126 (115 2.828 .417 2020 1-3
S Ach# <287 .432  .312 439 .258 .381 ,129 .176 .08l 119 .136 .147 .186 .185 093 127 2.877 .367 203 1-3
g Claseroom
o behavior durirg:
ig] Eng. Blat# .690  .748 .517 ,578 .406 .395 .192 ,290 .159 .270 ,258 .304 ,311 J154 169 2,534 .635 2030 1-3
3 Blaa# 576 774 455 643  ,356 .411 ,259 .183 ,286 .280 .341 .34 .18  ,215 2,554 .633 2030 1-3
f- Math B2at# 693 712 539 ,298 .44 .338 .149 ,212 ,213 ,322 .298 .229 .152 2,597 .607 2030 1-3
g B2BtA WS40 763 .266 .443 208 J174 ,240 245 ,352 .331 .207  .187 2,615 ,599 2030 1-3
§ Native ' Blat# J16 176,336 .460 .118 .121 .136 ,283 .235 +360 .19 2,616 .596 1399 1-3
@ lang. B3bas 163 .338 .433 172 .169 ,193 .07 .279 .301 226 2,602 .599 1399 1-3 0
use &
Mean Eng .629 ,35; +368 524 ,529 ,392 .506 -.0u9 .266 2,432  .948 2030 1-5
ekille Math 516 259 ,366 .370 .491 .A77 JA26 0 0319 2,974,919 2030 1-5
ratinge Native lang. .102 .119 ,127 .210 .188 437 .157 3.052 ,986 1442 1-5
SAT Vocab. «512 .807 .513 724 -.156 .238 18.940 5.596 2030 0-38
Spring Rdg. .920 .592 ,829 -.015 ,341 23,102 8.462 2030 040
'85 Eng. Tot. 640 ,B99 -,082 ,342 42.042 12,306 2030 0-78
Prim.1 Math Tot. 912 127 457 49.797 13.138 2030 0-79
Form F Total (Eng. + Math) .030 443 91,839 23.045 2030 0-15}
Native SOPR
lang. Total ,085 19,899 5.686 1545 5-25
Raven CPM 18,626 5.788 2030 0-36
3 34 *The 15 variables for which N="""" conetitute a "listwise" set. For the remaining four variables, all casee were within the listwise set, but the
« variables were handlud on a partwise basis.
**Coded as in column & of Table 9-1. 306
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TABLS 9.4b.

Correletions among Student Evejuation Forn retings and other verisbles:

Based on LM-LEP studente

Cohort 4, Grade 3

Interpersonal
relstions
i 0 A A

&

STUDSNT EVALUATION FORM Retings

_u.___._.Lﬁu.l_

uri
e o Mesn skille rtge,

s b

Cleggroom behaviox
Rnxlish ~dath

Yat.lang.

Native

a2 B2 Da b Eus Math Lens

Y

Interpersonsl

relet fone
Aghd
Abia
Achs

.840 .729
.676

Cleseroom
behavior during:
Eng: Bla**

Blb*»

£

Blath
B2bA»

Bless
BIbAs

Netive

€ -
=.
-3
o
.

Mean
ekille
retinge

Eng
Math
Native Lang.

e Student Eval.Form Ratings

Vocsb.

Rdg.

Eng. Tot.

Math Tot.

Totel (Eng. + Math)

SAT
Fell'84
Prim.1
Yorm ¥

SAT Vocab.

dpr.*8) Rdg.

Prim.3 Eng. Tot.

Form ¥ Math Tot.

! Titel (Eng. + Math)

Netive Lang. SOPR
: Totel

|lnvon SPM

.351
361
.361

489
454
460

.636

.350
. 358
397

.761
.570

CORRELATION COE

447
A4
446

. 351
.784

635

.359
11
.324

649
472

.653
.518

443 187 .242 .170
429 (195 .221 .44
419 177 L2322 .a7s
515 .54 .408 .266
.673  .298 .3% .27
522,280 .42%5 .251
L7126 .276 430 228
69,2127 369 .332
L2001 350 .272

.623 358

.506

SAT - Fell '84 SAT - Spring '85 Native

Primsry 2 - Form 8 Promary 3 - Form ¥ lenguege
Eng Math Eng Math SOPR Raven
Yoceb: Rdg; Tot et Tof Vocsb, BRdg, Tot TotaJot Total _  _SPM
FFICIEWTS —
L040 .177 144 .162 .174  .109 .204 .192 .224 .235 .21 .095
.009 .166 .123 .109 .129 .070 .191 .168 .174 .191 .186  .060
.054 .153 .133 .160 .167 .110 .194 .185 .195 .213 * .193  .084
2123 .266 .244 .313 320 .17z .315 ,298 .346 .364 193 .82
.089 ,228 .202 .287 .283 .154 .309 .287 .340 .35% 226 9
.076 .198 .175 .307 .284 .118 .255 .233 .349 .335 L187  L149
.062 .198 .169 .304 .279 .119 .284 .255 .356 .350 398 .153
.012 .194 .146 .284 .257 .075 .251 .212 .319 .309 L2813
.021 .203 .156 .286 .262 .052 .267 .214 .327 .315 L2877 .141
.430 .540 .573 .420 .544 ,398 .561 .566 .437 .548 -.083) -2W
2285 .350 .356 .480 .483  .231 .402 .385 .342 .531 oss  .325
.013 .133 ,102 .187 .172 -.006 .115 .081 .268 .214 .297  .113
.AB4 .779 400 .626 .577 .497 .589 .314 .479 -.222 .209
2926 550 .794  .AS0 .730 .711 544 684 .008  .361
.567 .840  .572 .738 .764 .525 .697 - «349
+924  .370 .536 .5)8 .754 .70 064 .49
.510 .69. .710 .742 .81) 000 .478
L5484 787 .372 .609  -.145  .187
.946 .617 .841 -.023 .36
.597 .854 -.073  .326
.927 23 49D
046  .A72
.09

2.604
2.649

2.627
2.669

2.645
2.68)

2.488
2.927
2.960

15.641
22.954

.39
A24
343

.567
.536

.564
597

339
«315

+866
932
«843

4.953
8.239

38.595 11.487
70.489 16.277
109.084 24.677

14.378

5.523

28.481 10.476
42.859 14.253
66.984 19.785
109.843 30.519

20.805

26.398

5.1n

9.2717

1406
140>
1406

1406
1406

1606
1406

1406
1406
935

1406
1406
1406
1406
1406

1406
1406
1406
1406
1406

1180

1408

Poseible

1-3
1-3

1-3
133
1-3
1-3

1-5
1-5
1-5
0-35
0-715
0-108
c-183
0-38
-9
0-114
0-212
3-25

0-80

#%Coded ee in column & of Teble 9-1,

AThe 20 veriables for which N=1406 conetitute s "listwise™ sst.
varisbles wers handled on e peirviss beets.

For the remaining four veriebles, sll cases wers within the listwise set, but the
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9-8

skills, selected SAT scores, total score on the native language SOPR, and

the Raven score.

There were substantial intercorrelations among ratings of the various
classroom behaviors. The intercorrelations among the three “"Participates in
class actively” variables and among the three "Listens to teacher and
concentrates on assigned work™ variables tended to be a little higher,
particularly in grade 1, than the correlations between the two variables
within a subject-matter areal- In other words teachers apparently
perceived students' typical mode of behavior as more a function of students'

modus operandi than of the nature of the material being taught.

However, a somewhat different picture emerges when the correlations of
the six classroom behavior variables with the teachers' ratings of the
students' subject-matter skills and with the SAT scores are considered. The
mean skills rating for English had higher correlations with the two
classroom behaviors for English classes than with efther of the other two
pairs of classroom behaviors. Likewise, the mean rating for math skills had
higher correlations with behavior in math classes than with behavior in
English classes or in classes using the student's native language. A
similar relationship . pli~s to the mean rating in native language skills;
and it still applies when the rating that is correlated with classroom
behaviors is the total score from the native language SOPR (in the fall)
rather than the mean from the Student Evaluation Form (in the spring). Thus
there seems to be a definite tendency for a teacher's perception of the
student's skills in an area to correlate with Eerception of the student's

behavior when being instructed in that area.

The same relationship holds at least partially when we replace
subjective ratings of skills with objective measures of those same skills.

1The differences, though quite small, are mostly statisticall, gsignificant at the
.05 level. Some readers may wonder why these small differences are worth talking
about, when certain small differences in means, mentioned in the previous
section, were discussed as probably being of no real significance. The reason is
that the means being compared wer~ based on ratings of different students, by
different teachers, whereas the differences i : correlations mentioned here
involve ratings of the same students, by the same teachers.

- 308
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Using SAT English language arts and mathematics scores instead of ratings by
teachers of performance in those areas, we find that for English the
relationship sti1l holds. The SAT English total score (Vocabulary plus
Reading) had a higher correlation with classroom behavior in English classes
than in math classes or classes taught iu the child's native language. This
was true not only for Cohort A (grade 1) but for both the fall and spring
SAT testing of Cohort B (grade 3). For SAT math, however, no clear-cut

relation of this sort emerged, in either cohort.

The interpretation of the pattern of relationships described above is by
no means clear. More attentive behavior in class may result in better
learning; or conversely students may be sore attentive and participate more
enthusiastically in subjects in which they are interested and doing well.

Or possibly the teachers' evaluations of students' classroom behavior either
color their evaluations of achievement levels attained or, if one views the

situation from the opposite direction, are colored more by their subjective

evaluations of achievement than by the achievement level actually attained,

as measured objectively. These varied possibilities serv: as a reminder

that concomitance is not causation.

Relation of Interpersonal Relations Variables to Other Variables

The three top rows of Tables 9.4a and €.4b contain the correlations of
the three interpersonal relations variables with each other and with the
other variables in the matrices. The highest correlation involving these
three variables was the one between variables Aa ("Gets along well with
students from ¢.me ethnic s~~up™) and Ab ("Gets along well with other
students”). This corralation (r = .914 in grade 1) carries the happy
message that at least insofar as the teachers perceive the situation, the

first-grade children were not practicing ethnic discrimination.1

1The correlation drops substantially in grade 3 down to .840. However although
the difference between the grade 1 and grade 3 correlations is unquestionably
statistically sigaificant (at the .00000005 level of significance), it seems, in
view of the fact that the means and standard deviations were about the same for
the tw grades, and that the means were 'ery close to the maximum possible, that
the drop in correlation is more likely due to some statistical aberration, such

as an idiosyncratic drop in reliability of one or both items, than to any
increase in ethnic bias.

==================—============================;;A;4;======: DEVELOPMINT ASSOCIATES, INOC.
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Table 9.5a, which presents the cross—tabulation between variables Aa and
Ab, separately for clusters A and B combined, cluster C, and clusters D, E,
and F combined, highlights this situation. Bias, if any, against members of
ethnic groups other than one's own would be inferable if there were a large
number of cases below the main diagonal. But there were very few such cases
in any cluster group, in either gride 1 or grade 3. It is also encouraging
to note 38 well that there is no basis for inferring bias on the part of

either of the English-proficient groups.

Table 9.5b shows the percentage of children in each group who were ra*ed
in the "Almost always™ category on both variables Aa and Ab--in other words
children who were perceived to get along well not only with children from
their own ethnic group but also with other children. Most of these

percentages are in the vicinity of 80 percent.

The correlations of the three inteipersonal relations variables with the
Raven and with achievement tests and ratings in academic skills areas were
generally low, as they should be. l‘oreover, even the correlations with Zhe
classroom behavior ratings were only modest. Thus, it appears that in
filling cut the Student Evaluation Forms most of the teachers made a
concerted effort to really think about the variable being rated, thus
holding in check the tendency towards "halo” in ratings. This should
augment the utility of the Student Evaluation Form in its dual role of

providing predictor variables and outcome variables.

B. EXIT FROM LM-LEP SERVICES AND FROM LM-LEP STATUS

"Exiting” from LM-LE? services is not a well-defined concept; nor is its
companion concept, exiting from LM-LEP status. Each state, or in somea
states each school district, has its own standards and its own rules. In
some jurisdictions students who have “"exited” from LM-LEP status, i.e.,
students formerly LM-LEP who have now been declared to be "English-
proficient™ (EP), continue to receive services of some sort because it is
thought that they still need them; in other jurisdictions students who are
not receiving services are "English-proficient™ by definition, irrespective
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TABLE 9.5a. Crosa-tabulations of Scudenc Evaluation Form items As and Ab,* oy grade,

group, and clustar

ITEN As. NO. OF CASES
Cohort A - Grade 1 Cohort B - Grade 3
gg: mm (bca't (Don'c
ETENIC GROUR Seldom Some~ Almoat Total know Seldom Some= Almoat Tocal know
T osver timea alvaya Z2 00 | or never cimea alwaya or no
Spring P t alvay
Group '35 aas) % saa) A4
Clusters Item Ab. GETS ALONG WITH OTHER STUDENTS
LM=-LEP A-B Seldom or never 17 2 19 10\ 10
Sometimea 4 119\ 12 135 8 82\ 8 98
Aimoat alwaya 1 35 861 897 30 461 491
Tocal 22 156 873 1051 (104) 18 112 469 599 (32)
(DK or no ans)*% (12)  (104) 3) (32)
LM~LEP [ Seldom Oor naver 1r 11 16 1 17
Somatimes 2\m\ 7163 1 \136\ Y
Almoat alwvaya 11 779 790 39 733 12
Total 13 145 786 944 (34) 17 176 740 93 (67)
(DK or no ars)*w (5) (35) (6) (68)
LM=-LEP D~F Seldoa or nsver 26 26 8 6 1 15
Sometines 1\202 10 213 z.\zoa 9 217
Almoat alvaya 181040 1058 02 N30 1222
Total 2?7 220 1050 1297 (28) 12 252 1190 1454 (54)
(DK or no ans)*™ (45) (46) (27 (62)
EP/LIS Seldom or naver 18- 18 13 13
Sometinea k] 160\ k] 146 5 110 -~ 2 117
Almcat alwaya 16 622 638 27 527 554
Tocal 21 156 625 802 (24) 18 137 529 684 27,
(DK or no ans) (22) (3.) (31) (33)
EP /Comp Seldom or never 14 2 1 17 12 4 16
Somatimes 3 o~ 82 8s I o~r6e_ 2 80
Almoat alwaya 12 312 324 1 16 33 361
Total 17 96 313 426 (12) 15 96 146 457 ()]
(DK or no ans)*¥ (14) (1s) (5) 9

*Sae Tabla 9-1.

**Numbera in paranthasea in row or column marked by astarisk repreaent cassa omictad from croaa=-tabulation,
becausa ratar marked “Don’'t know" option or omittad item.

rov and column {s che total number of casesa lacking valid ansvera.

The count at the intaraection of che double-aateriaked

ERIC

AFullToxt Provided by ERIC
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TASLE 9.5b. Children rated in the "almost always" category on
both items Aa and Ab of the S.udent Evaluation

Form
Item Aa. Gets along with students from same I
ethnic group
Item Ab. Gets along with other students
Cohort A - Grade 1 Cohort B - Grade 3 .
Cages Cases
in "almost in "almost
always" always"
Spring category on ‘igtal category on ‘lligtal
85 both itews of both items of
Group Clusters No. 2 cases No. 2 cases
LM-LEP A-B 861 81.9 1051 461 77.0 599
LM-LEP c 779 82.5 944 733 78.6 933
LM-LEP D-F 1040 80.2 1297 1180 8l1.2 1454
EP/LIS 622 77.6 802 527 77.0 684 .
EP/Comp 312 73.2 426 3446 75.3 457 .
Total 3614 80.0 4520 3245 78.6 4127 l
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of their degree of proficiency in English. Because of the wide variety of
definitions uf LM-1EP (e.g., 2ayone who is not considered English-proficient)
and the impracticality of imposing a uniform definition, we have had to use
the local definition of LM~LEP to define our population.

However, in collecting data each year we have gone cornsiderably beyond
local definitions in an effort to clarify what is really happening. We
collect data during each data collection period not only on whether the
student is still officially LM-LEP, but also on a wealth of supplementary

information, including:

1. Whether the student i1s still receiving LM-LEP instructional services.

2. What procedures are followed in the school for deciding about such
marters as LM-LEP status, change of such status during the school
year or at the end of the year, transfer from one program to another,
etc. For this purpose an unstandardized "Programe and Procedures”
interview .s conducted at each schcol in an effort to get detailed
information on how students are evaluated for LM-LEP services, what
program options are available, length of services, curricula
employed, procedures for review of LM-LEP status, and procedures for
school year and end~of-year assigmments.

In one sense exiting from the program, rather than being an outcome
measure, might be regarded asz part of the treatment. When the child is
exited he may find himself transferred from a somewhat sheltered
enviromment, in which instruction is offered in his native language, to a
traditional all-English clacsroom, in which he receives no special
services. Thus the outcome question becomes not just "Has the student been
exited?” but instead "Having been exited, is the student now carrying on
successfully in an all-English classroom?” That question represents the

EEEl criterion.

As indicated above, we are collecting data on the various aspects of the
exit-and-post-exit situation. We shall have criterion data on the LM-LEP
students after they have exited, because we will continue to administer the
Stanford Achievement Test to them, and to collect evaluation ratings from
the teachers.
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Although we have collectea data of the sort alluded t¢ above curing the
winter and spring data collection periods of the first year, our Yecar 1 data
on these matters will nor be complete until we have found out in our Year 2
data collection who was exited at the end of Year 1, and until we have
gotten some information on what happened to those exited students
afterwvards. Therefore we are not including any empirical data on exiting
and post-exiting in the present report. But we plan to report fully on
these matters in the Year 2 report, which wi’l cover the study's first two
years considered as a whole, and in the final report after all three years
of the Longitudinal Study have been completed.

C. SUMMARY

In this chapter two sets of "outcome variable.' other than academic
performance are discussed. The first set consists of the Student Evaluation
Form ratings by teachers on the student's classroom behavior and
interpersonal relationships. The second 1s the set of rather loosely
related constructs, (1) exit from LM-LEP instructional services, (2)
officially becoming an "English-proficient”™ (EP) student, and (3) success in
an ail-English classroom.

The Student Evaluation Form rating scales, like the Stanford Achievement
Tests, can best be regarded as functioning both as predictor variables and
as outcome measures. Which role is played in a given analysis depends on
whether the ratings are given in the first, second, or i hird year of the
study, and on what the purpose of the specific analysis is. The empirical
data presented suggest that on the whole the non-academic scales of the
Student Evaluation Form give promise of being useful outcome measures for an

area of outcomes not otherwise measured by any instrument in the study.

"Exiting” from se:vices, it is pointed out, 18 not a clearly defined
concept with the same meaning everywhere--or éven necessgarily with its own
clear, unambiguous meaning at any particular site. Furthermore being
defined as "English-proficient” and no longer "LM-L_P" 1s 1o clearer, at

o

~
Sl
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many sites, nan the "exit" concept. The two concepts, moreover, seem only
loosely related. Therefore, it is our intention to continue our efforts to
axplore these fuzzy concepts in depth, in order that those of our analyses

that involve these concepts will be useful and will have a clear,

unambiguous meaning.

We propose that the coucept of "exiting" should have only a very limited
role as a criterion varfable. Its main role should be as an indicator of
“treatment "~-more specifically as a prelude to transfer ts an ali~English
classroom. Success in an all-English classroom, in which no special LM-LEP
services are providzi, then becomes the ultimate criterion, at least for
those students who are put in such classrooms before the end of Year 3 of
the study.
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Chapter 10. SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS)

10A A. BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION

The number and diversity of special services provided to language-
minority limited-English-proficient (LM-LEP) students have increased
tremendously in the past twenty years. A constant flow of non-English-
speaking immigrants, passage of the Bilingual Education Act in 1968, and
legislative actions in many states and localitie3 have stimulated school
districts to increase the number of instructional services specifically
designed to meet the educational needs of LM-1EP children. As federal,
state, and local govermment involvement in this area has grown, so too has
the need for accurate information on the different kinds of services being
provided to LM-LEP students and on how they affect these students'’
performunce in all~English-medium classroome. To address this need for
accurate and pedagogically useful information, in 1982 the U.S. Dapartment
of Education funded the "National Longitudinal Evaluation of the
Effectiveness of Services for Language-Minority Limited-Englisl.-Proficient
Students.” The study consists of two phases: the Descriptive Study and the
Longitudinal Study.

The results of the descriptive phase of the study were published in
spring 1985 (Young et al.). 1Its findings were based on a national
probability sample of 19 states, amd within them 191 public scheool districts.

This report presents the results of the data collection during the first
year of the three-year longitudinal phase. As in any longitudinal study,
the full meaning from the data must await analyses which encompass data
collected at different times. Thus, the present report necessarily must be
regarded as preliminary and -.rtial. ror the richness that comes with
longitudinal data it will be necessary to wait for the final report based on
data from all three years of the study.

labbreviations and special terms used in this study are defined in the glossary,
in Appendix A. o~
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B. PURPOSE AND DESIGN

The goal of the Longitudinal Study is to acquire an understanding of the
degree to which educational services provided to language-minority
limited-English-proficient (LM-LEP) students in grade levels 1 through 5 are
effective in assisting such students to function successfully in

all-English-medium classrooms. The major objectives of the study are:

e to determine the degree to which gervices provided are effective
collectively in enabling LM-LEP students in grade levels 1 and 5 to
function successfully in ail-English-medium classrooms; and

o to determine which instructional services and combinations of
services are most effective under specific conditions.

Data collection for ~he Longitudinal Study began in the fall of 1984.
The study's basic plan calls for a three-vear study of two cohorts of
students, one cohort consisting of students in grade 1 in the fall of 1984
and the other consisting of students in grade 3 at that time. The students
are in a national sample of schcols selected from the study's descriptive
phase. Included in each cohort are all of the LM-LEP students in the 86
schools in the sample, all of the English-proficient students who are
receiving specfal instructional gervices designed for LM-LEPs (the EP/LIS
group), and a sample of English proficient students who have never been
designated as LM~LEP nor received special, language-~related instructional
services (the EP/Comp group). Table 10.1 summarizes the number of students
in each of these groups who were active in the study at some time during the

study's first year.

TABLE 10.1. Number of students in the study at any time during
1984-85 school year

Number of Students Ever in the Stud
Cohort Grade LM-1EP EP/LIS EP7Comp Total

A 1 5541 997 553 7091
B 3 4222 895 553 5670
Total 9763 1892 1106 12,761
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The study began and ended its first year with the participation of 86
schools located in 18 school dist. :ts. The districts are largely in major
cities, but included are soic less urbanized areas in the Southwest. From
the start, school and distr.ict personnel have been quite interested in the
study and have g.eatly facilitated its implementation.

The design of the study was developed out of two main conceptual
considerations. The first involved a child-centered approach to the
definition of the types of educational services received by LM-LEP
students. In this approach, services for instructional programs are
categorized into one of various major sets or clusters of services (we will
call them "service clusters”). This orientatior is based on an assumption
that children in the sare class or instructional program can have quite
different instructioaal experiences because of differences in their
native-language and English-language proficiency. Thus, information on the
instructional experience of each student is obtained and analyzed
separately, enabling children in t“e same classroom to be de._ignated as in
different service clusters. This approach avoids the confusion which is
likely when popular but non-specific terms such as "bilingual program,"”
“transitional bilingual program,” "ESL program,” or "mainstream program” are
used.

The design was also guided by a conceptual model for pr. ‘icting LM-LEP
student outcomer This model was based on the literatures on academic
achievement pertaining to wonolingual students, language minority students,
and bilingual students. The literature review focused particularly on
research pertaining to: effective schools, effective teaching, second
language acquisition, and the academic achievement of language minority
studeats. From the literature review a set of major variables was
identified, and a conceptual model defining likely relationshi, < among these
variables was described. The study's data collection instruments . 4

preliminary anelysis plans were then developed from the predictive model.
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C. OVERVIEW OF YEAR 1 IMPLEMENTATION

During the first year of the study at least four visits were made to the
18 school districts. The first visit took place in the fall of 1984. 1Its
purpose was to familiarize school principals and staff with the study, to
compile rosters of the students in the study, to identify teachers and
support staff working with those students at each school, and, where
required, to send home parent permission forms. Following the initial
visit, three other visits were made to all 86 participating schools to
collect data. These visits were in the fall, winter, and spring.

The “"all data collecti,n visits :ook place between early October and
late Derccember, and required an average of two weeks per school district.
Winter site visits were conducted in late January and early February, with
data collection teams spending an average of one week at each site. The
spring site visits began ia mid-April and were completed by early June;

approximately two weeks were spent at each site.

The primary tasks of the fall data collection were to confirm which
students were to participate !n the study, to collect baseline measures, and
to collect initial descriptions of student instructional treatments. More
difficulties were encountered than expected in determining which students
were to participate in the study. Many schools do not complete the process
of designating which students are M-LEP until well into the school year;
frequently preliminary designe*funs are made which are altered on the basis
of further testing and classroom performance during the first two or three
months of school. As a result, fall data collection was completed on the
basis of the best information available through the schools. However,
additions and deletions to the study's student sample were made through the
end ¢ the winter data collec:ion on the basis of school-based reclassifi-

cation decisions.

More specifically, the data collected in the fall included: ratings of
students' oral proficiency in English and their native language, information
about students' parental and home characteristics, and descriptions of the

instructional treatments each student received. In addition, measures
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of academic aptitude (using the Raven Progressive Matrices) and of academic
performance (using the Stanford Achievement Test) were obtained from third
grade students. During the winter visit, a second description of the
instruction being received by each student was obtained, as was the baseline
measure of academic aptitude (Raven Progressive Matrices) for first

graders. The spring data collection included: a third description of each
student's {nstructional treatment, the administration of the Stanford
Achievemcat Tests to all categories of students in the 3tudy, and teacher
ratings of each student's academic performance in English and math.
Officials in some schools would not permit some of their students to be
tested because they believed testing a student who had little proficiency in
English would needlessly frustrate and potentially harm the child. Most
students, however, comr.eted all of the study's achievement tests, and there
were large enough numbers of students tested in all language proficiency and
service cluster categories to make the comparisons called for in thz study's
analytic plan. In addition, data were collected on the salient
characteristics and practices of each school in the study and on the

background and approach of each of the student's teachers.

In sum, all essential aspects of the first year of field operstions were
carried out in accordance with the study's plans, and the data from Year 1
needed to implement the analytic plan were successfully obtained. There
were, of course, changes in detail, and in retrospect the burden on some
schools and teachers and on all the data collection staff, especially during
the fall site visit, was substantially greater thau anticipated.
Nevertheless, and despite some taxing moments, all schools continued with
the study throughout the year, and all which continue to have study students
enrolled are fully participating in Year 2.

17D D. HIGHLIGHTS OF YEAR 1 FINDINGS

Data from the first year of field operstions have been analyzed to
provide descriptions of the students and schools in the study and the

services the students receive. These data have some value in their own
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right as interesting descriptors of students and services received by a
large and varied group of LM-LEP students. More importantly from the
perspective of the Longitudinal Study, they serve as baseline descriptors of
key variables on which the academic achiu.vement analyses in the second and
third year of the study will be based. Highlights of the Year 1 findings
are presented below.

FAMILY AND HOME CHARACTERISTICS

Parents of LM-LEP students in the study were surveyed during the fall of
1984, and survey responses were obtained from the parents of 85 percent of
students. The results indicate that there are meaningful language group
differences on such factors as parental presence, socioeconomic status,
language use in the home, parent-child conversations about school, time
spent on homework and reading, cnd parental expectations concerning the
child's eventual educatioual achievement (see Tuble 10.2). These
differences emphasize the imrortance of not assuming similarities among
IM-LEP students from different language groups, ard the poteatial tmportance

of parent and home variables as predictors of academic outcomes.

The data suggest that the Spanish language students in the Longitudinal
Study are more likely than other LM-LEP students to come from homes missing
a male guardian and from families of lower socioeconomic status. Spanish
language students were also reported to spend less time on homework and
other reading, and their parents had lower expectations about their eventual
academic achievement. All of these findings would appecr to suggest that

Spanish language students in the study might have lower academic achievement
than other LM-LEP groups.

On most variables, Chinese language students in the study come from
homes whose characteristics would be thought to lead to greater academic
achievoment. However, parents of Chinese language students reported using
less Euglish in the home than other LM-LEP groups, and also reported less
frequent conversations about school. The patteru of results is thus quite
complex, so that in outcome analysea it will be important to consider these
variables while examining differences in outcomes related to different
instructional services.
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TABLE 10.2.

Summary of selected family and home characteristics?

1) Percentage of

Cohort A
(Grade 1)

Cohort B
(Grade 3)

Spanish Chinese

Other Total

Spanish Chinese

Other

Total

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7

households with
female parent or
guardian, only

Percentage of
households using
only a aon-
English language
in the home

Perc:ntage of
households where
students and
parents discuss
school almost
every day

Mean hours per
week spent doing
homework

Mean hours per
week spent
reading

Mean socio-
economic statusb

Percentage of
households where
pareats expect
their child to
g0 to college or
post-high school
vocational school

222

672

8¢.

4.5

1.5

13.9

612

102

862

57%

6.6

3.1

14.7

a0z

142

562

74%

5.6

2.8

17.0

72%

212

662

842

4.7

1.7

14.3

632

21%

692

822

1.8

13.5

60%

152

882

42z

7.0

3.4

14.4

712

162

52%

70%

70%

20%

682

792

612

8For the complete data on these variables, including the uumber of cases on
which the data are based, refer to Tables 3.1, 3.3, 3.4, 3.7, 3.8 and 3.9.

bThe range of this composite was from 3 to 29.
tional level of the parents and the highest status occupation of th. parents who

worked outoide the home.

It was based on the mean educa-
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10D.2 STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS

Data were gathered on three categories of students during the fall,
winter, and spring of the 1984-85 school year. The number of students in
each of the three categories (LM-LEP, EP/LIS and EP/Comp) at any point
during the study's first year were presented in Table 10.1.

Students with 45 different language backgrounds were included in the
study, and there were some gsystematic differences in characteristics among

students in the various language groups. For most analyses, students were

SR T 2 5 & e

grouped into three language categories: Spanish, Chinese, and Other. The
percentage of the total number of students ever in the study in each of
these groups and selected characteristics about them are presented in Table

10.3, on the following page.

The length of time students resideu. in the U.S. varied across the three
language groups. The Spanish language students have been in the U.S. longer
than either the Chinese or the other language students, with the Chinese
language students being in the U.S. the least time.

As might be expected, the length of f.ime students were in the U.S. was
related to oral proficiency ratings of the students in English and their
native language. Generally, students who had lived in the U.S. longer were
rated higher in English language oral proficiency and slightly lower in oral
proficiency in their native language.

Students in the Spanish and Chinese language groups were less likely to
be rated as fluent (or as a native speaker) in terms of their oral English
skills than the other students. With respect to their native language, most
students in each of the groups were rated as at least fluent. There were,
however, wany fewer Chinese students rated as having low proficiency in

their native language than in the Spaninh or other language groups.
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TABLE 10.3. Summary of selected characteristics of LM-LEP students

Cohort A Cohort B
(1st Grade) (3rd Grade)
Spanish Chinese Other Total |Spanish Chinese Other Total

1) Percent of total
LM-LEP students 84.3% 4,07 11.7%7 100% 83.8% 5.4% 10.8%7 1002

2) Percent of stu-
dents in mainland
U.S. 3 years or

less 18.3% 36.3%  30.5% 20.4%7| 20.1% 46,57 33.3% 22.9%

3) Mean number years
in wainland U.S. 5.39 4.20 4,67 5.25 6.49 4.24 4,99 6.20

4) Mean oral pro-
ficiency in

English?® 14.1 14.7 16.5 14.4 16.6 15.8 18.2  16.7

5) Mean oral profi-
ciency in native

language? 22.7 22.3 19.3  20.7 21.5 21.9 20.4 21.4

6) Mean total
English score
on Stanford
Achievement
Tests (Spring

'85)b 40.4 47.8  45.6 41.5 | 40.6 47.5 46.0 41.8

7) Mean total
math score on
Stanford
Achievement
Tests (Spring

'85)b 48.1 $7.5  51.6 48.8 | 61.8 85.6  71.6 64.6
|

8Cral proficiency ratings were carried out by teachers using the SOPR. The pos-
sible ratings range from 5-25. Five proficiency levels represented by the total
score ranges can be generally described as follows: 5-9, Very limited or no
oral proficiency; 10-14, Limited ural proficiency; 15-19, Punctional oral pro-
ficiency; 20-24, Fluent oral proficiency; 25, Native speaker oral proficiency.

/|

bpata for the two cohorts are not directly comparable, since different levels
of the test were used.
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The age of the students, however, did not vary substantially by language
group, and overall the students were at essentially the age one would expect
for their giade.

10D.3 ACADEMIC APTITUDE

The Raven Progressive Matrices Test was ‘acorporated into the testing
plan 12 order to provide a contiol variable which would constitute a measure
of the child's academic ability and which, unlike most such measures, would
not be operationally dependent on a knowledge of the English language. The
analyses of Year 1 data indicate that the Raven is performing as e:pected,

and thus vas a good choice as the study's measure of academic aptitude.

Table 10.4 provides the mean Raven scores for each of the three groups
of students (LM-LEP, EP/LIS, EP/Comp) for each of the two cohorts. As
shown, the differences between the mean of tte LM-LEP group and the means of
the two English-proficient groups (though statistically significanc) were
comparatively small in both grades. The grade 3 difference, however, was a
bit larger than the grade 1 difference. This is not surprising; the grade 3
cohort (Cohort B) does not include in its IM-LEP group any of the students
tho learned enough English before reaching grade 3 to have been exited from
the program. Since ability to learn a foreign language (English, in this

TABLE 10.4. Summary of Raven scores

Cohort A Cohort B
_ Grade 1) (Grade 3)
IM-LEP  EP/LIS EP/Comp LM-LEP _EP/LIS  EP/Comp
Mean" 18.25  19.54 19.18 25.29 28.26  27.10
SD 5.80 5.71 5.68 9.16 8.97 8.92
Numbe ¢ 4670 759 444 2994 620 403

*The maximum possible score is 36 for the CPM (Grade 1) and 60 for the SPM
(Grade 3).
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case) is correlated with academic ability, the systematic absence from
Cohort B of part of this relatively rapid-learning segment of the LM-LEP

population would tend to depress the mean score.

The Raven's correlations with other variables turned out much as
expected (and hoped for). Correlations with SAT scores were moderate;
correlations with students' age (in grade 1) and with parents' education
were slight; and correlations with time in the United States and parents'
use of English in the home were essentially zero. This latter finding (the
zero correlations of the Raven with time in the U.S. and with parents' use
of English) is crucial i{n justify‘ng the use of the Raven to provide an
effective control on academic aptitude, operationally fndependent of
knowledge of English. Further support is provided b7 a comparison betwsen
the correlations based on LM-LEP students and the corresponding correlations
based on English-proficient studeuis. The latter are generally higher, the
difference being more pronounced for the English tests than the math tests.
All this is entirely compatible with the hypothesis that though the 1limited
7nglish proficiency of the LM-LEP students depresses their SAT scores,
particula~ly on the English tests, it does not affect their Raven scores.

SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS

Data on a series of school level variables which may have an impact on
the academic achievement of LM-LEP students were collected and analyzed.
The variables which are described fall into seven basic categories: (1)
general characteristics of the school; (2) academic climate; (3) school
language enviromment; (4) teacher trafning relevant to IM-LEP students; (5)
principals’ fnvolvement in school affairs; (6) attitudes of the non-language-
minority community; and (7) policies and practices relating to entry and

exit from LM-LEP services.

The results indicate that there is considerable diversity among schools
on variables within each of these categories. Although the data are
presented at the school level, the relevant data will later be transferred
onto individual student records, and will then be available for use as

control and predictor variables in outcome analyses.
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10D.5 TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS

Data on the number and characteristics of teachers and classroom
instructional aides were related to each of their students and analyzed at
the student level. As shown in Table 10.5, there were systematic
differences among the three student language groups in terms of the number
and background of their instructional staff. The Chinese language students,
for example, were more often taught by only one teacher, but were aure
likely than the other students to have their teachers assisted by classroom
aides or volunteers. Also, teachers of the Chinese students were less
likely to have taken college courses related to instruction of LM-LEP
students.

i

The teachers in the study in general were found to be proficient in the '
use of English; in all but two districts at least 90 percent of teachers
were rated as fluent speakers, close to or at a native speaker level of

proficiency in oral English. Overall, about a quartcr of the students' main '

teachers at eacn grade had backgrounds in English but not in the student's

native language; about 70 percent had backgrounds both in Englisn and in the l

R

i

i

|

student 's native language.

10D.6 INSTRUCTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Detailed information was collected about the nature of the instruction
each student received. This included the amount of time spent in various
academic subjects, the languages used for instruction, classroom

organization, and the characteristics of the materials used.

As shown in Tables 1C.6 and 10.7, there wer~ important differences in
the kind and amount of instruction veceived by LM-LEP students of aiiferent
language backgrounds. For example, Spanish language students were less
likely to receive instruction in English language arts, and more likely to
be receiving native language arts instruction than were other students.
They also received more instruction presented in their native language.
Consistent with these findings, they were also more likely to be using
native language materials.
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TABLE 10.5. LM-LEP students’ academic teichers: Mean number of
instructional staff, use of aides and volunteers by
main academic teachers =ud batkground characteristics of

main academic teacher<®

Mesn number of
instructional
staff

Percentage of stu-
dents whose main
academic teachers
report:

a)Use of aides

blUsge of volun-~
teers

c)College course-
work related to
instruction of
IM~LEP students

d)Recent inservice/

preservice re-
lated to in-~
struction of
LM-LEP students

Students' main

academic teacher's

mean language
backgroundb in:

a)English

b)Student's native

language

Grade 1

Grade 3

Total Spanish Chinese Other

Total Spanish Chinese O°

1.4

80%

152

642

50%

3.1

1.5

1.3

83%

142

67%

S0%

3.1

1.6

1.1

89%

28%

372

627

2.9

1.4

1.8

56%

142

482

T T48%

3.2

0.5

1.4

692

122

61%

63%

3.2

1.4

1.4

682

11%

65%

67%

3.2

1.5

1.3

882

40%

582

58%

3.1

1.2

1.9

63%

112

41%

41%

3.3

0.7

—
e

“&For the complete data on these variables, including the number of cases on
which the data are based, refer to Tables 6.7, 6.8, 6.13, and 6.17

bThe rating of background in use of each language is based on the sum of the
teachers' responses regarding use of the larguage. A value of one was assigned
to each of the following: a) the language is the individual's native language;
b) the language has been used extensively since childhood; c) it was the language
of instruction for the individual's elementary cr secondary education; d) it was
the language of instruction for the individuals college/university studies; (e)
the individual studied this language as a foreign language in school. The

possible scores range. from 1-4 gince, if (b) or (c) was selected it was not
possible to also select (e).
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TABLE 10.6. Mean hours of instruction and percentage of 2nglish language use
for instruction in academic subjects®

Grade 1 Grade 3
Cpanish Chinese Other Spanish Chinese Other
hrs/ hrs/ 2 hrs/ hrs/ X hrs/ ¥ hrs/ %
wk Eog vk Eng vk Eng|wk Eng vk Eng wk Eog
Regular Englishb
Reading 2.1 95% 4.4 88X 5.1 93%| 3.7 952 3.8 90X 5.0 94X
Other 1.9 9 2z.8 87 3.4 92] 2.9 93 3.7 8 4.0 93
Regular English Totaif (4.0) —- (7.2) == (8.5) == |(6.6) == (7.5) == (9.0) ==
Special Engl:lshb
Orsl English 2.9 93 2.4 92 1.7 94} 1.9 9 1.9 94 1.5 91
Reading and other¢ 1.1 91 1.5 88 0.8 93| 1.4 94 1.2 8 1.0 89
Special "nglish Total]| (4.0) == (3.9) == (2.5) == {(3.3) == (3.1) == (2.5) ==
Mathematics 4.4 61 4.0 71 4.1 86| 4.5 78 3.9 8 4.3 87
Science 1.7 59 1.5 69 1.7 86| 1.8 75 1.2 79 1.6 87
Social Studies 1.9 58 1.6 67 1.8 84| 2.0 75 1.5 718 1.9 84
Ethaic Heritage 0.4 53 0.5 59 0.5 63| 0.4 69 0.4 65 0.6 71
Native Language
Reading 4.0 0.9 1.2 2.7 1.3 0.7
Other 2.3 0.4 1.0 1.4 0.7 0.4
Native Lar-guage Total| (6.3) (1.3) (2.2) (4.1 (2.0) (1.1)

|
Total K22.7) (20.0) (21.3) r22.7) (19.6) (21.0)
|

%The data are presented as follows: the number to the left of the slash indicates
the mean number of hours per week of instruction in the subject. The number to
the right of the slash indicates the percentage of English language use for in-
struction. No data was obtained for percentage of English language use for in-
struction in native language arts. For the number of cases on which these data are
based, refer to Tables 6.4 and 6.5.

b"Regular English" refers to the English instruction provided to monolingual
English-speaking studeits and other students proficient in English. "Special
English" refers to an instructional program, such as ESL, that utilizes materials
and methods especially designed for teaching English to LM-LEP students.

€nother" refers to other language arts, i.e,, language arts other than reading
for regular English; language arts other than reading und oral English for
special English instr.ction.

~
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TABLE 10.7. Classroom organizations and materials used in
classrooms of LM-LEP students
Grade 1 Grade 3
Spanish Chinese Other Spanish Chinese Other
Mean percentage use of
specific classroom
orsanizations regr,rted by
students' main academic
teachers:
Whole class 35.82 38.3% 33.8% 34.52 35.0% 39.4%
sull group 34.8 3300 3403 3304 3105 29-2
Individual instruction 13.4 16.: 13.4 13.1 13.5 14.9
Independent work 16.5 12.0 18.6 19.0 20.0 16.5
Percentage of students whose
main academic teachers
report use of specific
types of materials:
Use of at least some
native language - - .
materials 67% kY. 4 16% 58% 35% 232
Use of at least some
English language
materials 74X 882 98% 89% 93% 98%
331
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In contrast, Chinese language students received, on the average,
somevhat less instruction in non-language arts academic subjects than other
students. Chinese language students had a higher mean number of hours of
instruction in regular English language arts than the Spanish language
students, but a lower mean for n’ wber of hours .or special English 'anguage
arts instruction.

10D.7 INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICE CLUSTERS

There are number of ways to classify instructional services. This study
has adopted a child-centered approach built on what prior research suggests
are five key variables:

e Extent of native language use in non-language ~rts instruction;

¢ Provision of special instruction in English;

o Use of simplified English for non-language arts instrictioxl;

e Use of simplified English for instruction in English language arts;
and

¢ Instruction in native language arts.

For the purposes of this study, a service cluster is de:ined as a set of
services provided to a particular student at a particular point in time.
Six major service cluster groups and 32 specific clusters were defined in
terms of five key instructional variables. More important than the services
received at any single time are the services received over the academic
year, or over a series of academic years. Therefore, the major service
clusters representing instructior during the first year of the study were

In*ed to produce 20 cluster combinations that represented for each student

the instructional services provided both in the early and later parts of the
year.

181mp11f1ed English refers to the deliberate sfmplification of vocabulary and

sentence structure so that thne English used is more easily comprehended by a
IM-LEP child.

3.
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Examination of the combinations showed that, for the most part, students
who began the year receiving academic instruction using the native language
continued through the year receiving this type of instruction, though often
the extent of native language use was less by year's end. Also, there was
less use of native language in instructing third-grade LM-LEP gtudents than

first grauers.

Because many of the cluster combinations related to similar educational
experiences, they were combined into nine cluster sequences wh'- )
represented nine educationally distinct school year experiences for LM-LEP
students. The distribution of these cluster sequences by student's native
language is shown in Table 10.8. The data indicate that overall, LM-~LEP
students in the Spanish and the Chinese language groups were more likely to
be in programs which r.sed the native language in instruction than were
students from other language backgrounds.

As also shown in Table 10.8, the data indicate there is a relationship
between instructional services and English language competencies. Those
students receiving instruction heavily using the native language had as a
group the lowest ratings on the oral English proficiency measure, while
those LM-LEP students not receiving services were rated as the most

proficient.

Students in the nine cluster sequences were also compared in terms of
their scores on a measure of cognitive ability, the Raven Progressive
Matrices test. Perhaps the most notable finding was that the mean scores of
those in cluster sequence 1, "Continued Emphasis on Native Language,” were
considerably lower among third-grade LM-LEP students, relative to
third-grade LM-LEP students in other cluster sequences, than it was among
first-grade LM-LEP students relative to first-grade LM-LEP students in other

cluster sequences.
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TABLE 10.8. Description and aelected charactertiatica of cluater aequencea

- - — - - .. o ~

Cohort A . Cohore B
(Grade 1) (Grade 3)
Language Group Engliah _Langusge Group Mean
Oral Mean Oral Mean
Prof. Raven Prof. Raven

Cluater Sequences Spanish Chinese Other Rating®  Score® | Spanish Chiness Other Rating® Score®
1. Continued emphaaia on

native langusge 382 212 112 12.6 17.8 12 142 112 13.7 23,6
2. High ot moderate to low .

native language use 102 212 62 14.4 18.7 9% 132 1z 18.3 25.6
3. High ot moderate to

mininmal use of native

language kY 4 - 12 13.8 18.7 42 12 - 16.7 24,6
4. Low use to low or

moderate use 112 122 92 14.9 18,3 152 272 92 16.0 25.3
5. Lov uae to ainimal uae 62 8z 62 16.4 19.1 ”n 2 ”n 17.1 26,2
6. Marked increass in nativel

language kY 4 - [34 14.8 19.0 22 -— - 13.1 21,7
7. Yo use to lov use of

native language he s 62 102 16.5% 18.0 11X - 162 18.1 24,6
8. No uae of native language

but with apecial i{natruc-

tion in Engliah 142 102 1 18.2 19.0 182 212 262 17.3 25.4
9. Yo use of native language

and no special inatruction

in Engliash | 24 152 192 19.3 18.4 162 212 klo7 4 19.7 7.1

AFor complete data on these variablea, including the number of casea on which the data ate based, refer to Tablea
7.7, 7.8, 7.9, 7.10, 7.11 and 7.12.

%0ral proficiency ratings were done by teachers uaing the SOPR. The poaaible ratinga range from 5-25. TFive pro-
ficiency levela represented by the total score rangea can be generally described aa follows: 5-9, Vary limited or
no oral proficiency; 10-14, Limited oral proficiency; 15-19, Functional oral proficiency; 20-24, FPluent oral pro-
ciency; 23, Native apeaker oral proficlency.

CThe maximum poaaible score 1a 36 for the CPM (Grade 1) and 60 for the SPM (Grade 3).

354 |
\‘l

ERIC

DE/ELOPMENT ASSOCIATES. INC. '



10-19

10D.8 STUDENT ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT

It is premature to report data reiating measures of stud.nt academic
achievement to instructional services. The design of the study was based on
performing these types of analyses only at the end of Year 2 and Year 3.
Therefore, analyses for the first year have been limited to investigating
the distributional nature of the achievement measures and their
relationships to selected characteristics of the students participating in
the study. Two basic measures of academic achievement were selected for the
s..dy: the Stanford Achievement Test, and academic proficiency ratings

provided by homeroom teachers.

At the end of the school year, teachers completed 13 academic
proficiency rating scales--7 for English, 3 for math, and 3 fur the
student's native language--for each student. Most of the mean ratings
assigned by the students' teachers were low, with the principal exccptions
being in two areas of math (concept of numbers and computation) that require
little English. From the correlations among the ratings we deduce that the
academic proficiency mean ratings in the three ma jor areas--English, math,
and native language--will be useful variables, both as predictors in certain

contexts and as outcome measures in cther contexts.

The distributional data for the Stanford Achievement Test suggest that
it 1s working well. Evidence that the tests used are appropriate for a
LM-LEP sample lie in the fact that there was a wide range of scores on each
test, but without undue bunching at either end. The correlational data,
particularly the pattern of correlations with the Raven, support the
conclusion that the Stanford Achievement Test was an appropriate choice for
the study.

Average scores for the LM-LEP group, with the exception of Computation
scores, were well below the averages for the two English-proficient groups
(EP/LIS and EP/Comp). Almost certainly a contributory factor to the LM-LEP
students' relatively strong performance on the Computation Test is that it
1s the test that makes the least demands on ability to understand written .r
spoken English.

A
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Although the two English-proficient groups scored better than the
IM-LEPs on most of the tests, all three groups tended to be below the

national norms.

Among the variables for which correlations with SAT scores were obtained
were three home-and-family variables: (1) parent's use of English in the
home, (2) parent's education, and (3) socioeconomic status. The
correlations can at most be characterized as modest, but it is perhaps
noteworthy that all three of the home-and “amily variables had a higher
correlation with SAT Vocabulary than with any of the other SAT tests. In
general the correlations of the SAT scores with other variables were just
about what would expected if the SAT were functioning as we hoped it
would--in other words, if it were providing useful measures of the extent to
which LM-LEP students were learning to read English and were mastering both
the English language and mathematics well enough to be prepared to enter an

all-English classroom.

E. IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

IMPLICATIONS FOR THE ANALYTIC PLAN

In Chapter 2 it was indicated that the principal control variables we
plan to use in evaluating the effectiveness of instructional services for
LM-LEP students will be the fall 1984 scores on the Stanford .znievement
Test (available for Cohort B only), the Raven, the english SOPR, and certain
home-and-family background information variables (e.g. socioeconomic status,
extent of pareni's use of English in the home, parents' education, etc.).
The intercorrelations among these variables are shown in Table 10.9a (for

Cohort A) and 10.9b (for Cohoct B).1 These tables also include the spring

1The correlations in these two tables have been extracted from Tables E.4a and
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1985 Stanford Achievement Test data, to permit comparison of the various

control variables with an early outccme measure.

The patterns of intercorrelations suggest that the Raven and the English
SOPR will complement each other nicely in providing controls on aspects of
initial abilities that will affect subsequent achievement. The nature of
the content of the Raven, a test of reasoning ability, suggests that it will
provide a useful measure of general intellectual ability, or what is often
referred to as academic aptitude, independent of what language or languages
the child knows. The nature of the SOPR, on the other hand, suggests that
it will provide an indication of exactly that ability that the Raven hes
been so carefully designed to exclude--nam:ly knowledge of English. Thus
these two instruments, the Raven and the English SOPR, considered jointly
should provide excellent controls on the factors that need to be controlled,
even when, as in the case of Cohort A, there is no SAT baseline to

supplement them.

In the preceding paragraph we have outlined what logic would suggest
about the roles of the Raven and the English SOPR as ,otential control
variablee. And when we look at the relevant correlatiors in Tables 10.9a
and 10.9b we find that the empirical data support these expectations. The
Raven had substantial correlations with the spring 1985 SAT scores; likewlse
the correlations of the SOPR with the SAT Vocabulary and Reading
Comprehension tests and also with those math tests that involve a
substantial requirement for comprehension of English (either spoken or
written) were sizable; but the correlations between the Raven and SOPR were
very low. This is the ideal situation for a set of control variables (or
predictor variables). They combine most effectively when the
intercorrelations among them are low in comparison with their correlations
with the criter.on variable (e.g., SAT).

The empirical data also suggest, though they do not prove, that the
FEnglish SOPR may be preempting, or absorbing, much of the relevant variance
that the home-and-family background variables could be expected to provide.
Note, for instance, that in both cohorts SES is correlated with SOPR to at
least the same extent as the highest correlation between SES and a Stanford
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TABLE 10.9a.

Based on LM-LEP studenta

Intercorrelatfons among some prospective control vurfables:

Cohort A, Grade i*

Ruven CPM

SAT-Primary ) -~ Spring '85
euglish
Vocabulary
Rdg.Comprehension
Anztish Total
Math
Concepta of No.
Computation
Applications
Math Total
English + Math
Total

Euglfsh SOPR
Total
Comprehension
Speaking -- total

Pareuts' use of English

Parenls' education (Composite B)

Socioceconomic stutus

Stanford Achv.Teat - Primary 1 - Spr.'85

MAT

Englisi

Charscteristics
of home and

.242 .35) .350

CORRELATION

438 .359 .430

.524 .815 486 .317 .513
.921 .586 .423 .540

.622 .43% .60)

.618 .736

.565

469

502
.595
.635

.916
.833
.864

COEFF1CLENTS

455 .134 (145 .128  .004
.723 .267 .236 .269  .159%
.833 .255 .255 .249 .091
.898 .296 .282 .292 .134
.855 .209 .204 .205 -.008
.707 154 (171 .147 -.068
.815 .274 .265 .270 .046
.910 .240 .24) 234 -.014
.295 .288 .290 .064

<927 996 .304

.888  .257

. 308

A9 174

.215
.150
.200

191
126
172

.080
.037
.113
.086

.082
.068
142
.107

L4210

.254
.238
.252

195
.169
197
340 .392
.851

#Correlatfons in this table have been

extructed from Table E.4u.
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TABLE 10.9b. Intercorrslations among sowe predictive contrul variables: Coliort B, Grade 3*

Based on LM-LEP gtudents

Stanford Achv.Test ~ Primary 2 - Fall 84 Stanford Achv.Tost - Primary 3 - Spr.'sS

Raven 5PIt .202 .346 .338 .452 .350 .3C5 .462 463 .186 .337 ,322 .4b2 .352 .432 479 .461 .138 .123 .137 -.052 .007 .028
SAT-Primary 2 - Fall '84
English
Vocabulary 461 .766 .380 .170 .463 .387 .613 .561 .471 .566 .325 .151 .338 .302 .460 .396 .329 .400 .260 .239 .271
Rdg. Comp. .926  .523 350 .516 .536 .786 .440 .727 .708 .495 .372 .559 .544  .6B2 .471 .419 .469 .114 .165 .201
English Total -543 .327 .574 ,556 .B34 .561 .730 ,758 .499 .335 .551 .523  .693 .512 .446 .512  .195 .223 .262
Math
Concepts of No. .372 .709 .880 .836 .357 .495 .505 .677 .500 .574 .662 .666 .312 .282 .309 .002 .067 .08}
Cowputation .507 .830 .703 .138 .351 .314 .537 .628 .493 .643 .564 .176 .175 .170 -.095-.007-.004
Applications .854  .834 .450 .508 .550 .595 .433 .582 .609 .652 .388 .345 .386 .070 .114 .119
Math Total 2922 360 .524 .527 .703 .616 .641 .748 .732 .336 .308 .332 -.014 .065 .073
English + Math
Total .300 .687 .702 .698 .564 .682 .740 .B08 .461 .412 .459 .082 .148 .174
SAT-Primary 3 - Spr.'8s5
English
Vocabulary .527 .776 .390 .178 .407 .36t .598 .376 .327 .376 .231 .198 .208
Rdg.Comp. . 945 .536 .434 .642 .614  .B40 .431 .373 .432 .140 .138 .184
English Total - .548 .390 .633 .595 .853 .465 .402 .466 .194 .179 .216
Math
Concepts of No. .397 .689 .853 .809 .261 .230 .261 .016 .070 .100
Computation .597 .889 .746 .142 .127 .141 -.049-.019-.028
Applications .875 .863 .257 .230 .256 .006 .083 .086
Math Total 2927 .247 .219 .246 -.014 .046 .054
English + Math
Total .377 .330 .377 .082 .115 .138
English SOPR
Total

.897 .993 .226 .216 .275
.839  .176 .165 .216
.232 .223 .281

Colprel%nllon
Speaking - Total

Parents’ use of English .
Parents' education(Composite B)
Socioeconomic status

.383 .418
.862

*Correlations in this table have beea exiracted from Table E.4b.
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Achievement test scsle, while the SOPR's correlation with the SAT scales is
considerably higher.l This finding suggests that in many analyses SOPR

and Raven combined may provide almost as effective a control as the SOPR-and-
Raven-and-SES combination. And when other control variables (such as SAT
pretest in Cohort B) join Raven and SOPR, the potential contribution of SES
may be virtually wiped out.2

As for the other tw home-and-family variables shown in Table 10.9a and
10.9b, parents' education and use of Engiish in the home, the empirical data

frr the former are quite similar to those for socioeconomic status. This is

1A word of caution is in order concerning comparisons of correlations not based

on identical cases. As shown in Table E.4a and E.4b, only about 86 to 88 percent
of the cases with complete data on the Ravea, SAT, SOPR, and Student Evaluation
Form also had data on parents' education and parents' use of English. Also, only
about 55 percent of that smaller group had data on SES. Thus any interpretations
based on comparison of correlations involving any of the three home-and-fami'ly
variables with other correlations, and especially any comparison of correlations
involving SES with correlations not involving that variable, must be regarded es
only tentative.

2Readers familiar with the fact that traditionally SES has been found to be
correlated with achievement may wonder why its potential role in the present
study way be so minimal. We surmise that this is to a lsrge extent a direct
consequence of the special nature of the group. In mainstream America there is a
tendency for more able members of the population tc also be better educated, and
to raise their socioeconomic status. There is 21so a parallel tendeucy for
parents at a higher socioceconomic level to provide their children with
envirommental advantages that parents at a lower socioeconomic level cannot
afford or habitually do not provide. Some of these advantages are of a sort that
may help the children to do better in school. But in a group such as the
subjects of this study, children who come from a fureign-language background and
vho therefore have only a very limited knowledge of English, the parents may have
come from countries where even those with high levels of native ability have
little or no access to education and little or no opportunity to improve their
status in 1ife (except, perhaps, by emigrating). Purthermore, in those sectors
of the immigrant population that consist largely ot refugees, the disruption in
the 1ives of those who were in the middle or upper class in their native land is
quite likely to result in their finding themselves at z much lower level in the
United States--at least in their early years here. All these considerations can
be expecter to join to make socioeconomic status a less useful predictor variable
or control varialle for the families of LM~LEP children--and particularly for the
refugee fan.lies--than it customarily has been found to be for a more general
population ot Amecicans. (See also footnote 1 above.)
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hardly surprising since parents' education is one of the two coaponents of
the SES composite used in this report (occupational status being the
other). Furthermore, as has already been pointed out, education is neither
ag common nor as widely and freely available in many of the countries from
vhich recent refugees came as it is ip the United States. As for parents’
use of English in the home, it apparently has some slight effect on the
children's performance in English, particularly on the SAT wvocabulary test,
but the SOPR {s a better predictor. However, at least in Cohort B the
cocrrelation of SOPR with parents' use of English {s somewhat lower than {ts
correlation with the SAT Vocabulary and Reading Comprehension scorcs,
leaving the possibility intact that parents' use of English in the home nmay
make at least a minor contribution to " ueir children's performance on
English tests in school, beyond what would be predicted from the evaluations
by teachers using the English SOPR.

In summary, the intercorrelations suggest that though students' test
performance shows some relationship to the three home-and-family variables
discussed in this section, the contribution of these three variables {s
almost entirnly incorporated in the Raven-and-SOPR combination. Thus the
Raven and SOPK combination seems to provide a better prediction f school
achievement, and thus will probably play a much larger role a3 control
variables in the daL. ~nalyses to accermine the effectiveness of verious

patterns of instructional services than will the home-and-family

variables.l

CONCLUSION

Overall, the results of the first year of data collection indicate the
study design is working well. Schools and school personnel continue to be
quite supportive, and the size and characteristics of the dsta base are
consistent with the asnalytic plans.

1Notn1ng in the foregoing discussion is intended to depreciate the important
role of parents in affecting their children's achievements. What is intended {s
to suggest that these parental effects have already shown themselves in the

children's Raven scores, in those aspects of the children's use of English that
af fect the way teahers will rate them on the SOPR, and in other aspects of the

children's performance in school.
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Of course, not all has been entirely smooth and not all the data are
precisely as we would have wished. As we knew it would be, student mobility
haes been and will continue to be a problem and a concern. Our projected
overall attrition rate of up to 20 percent per year seeas to have been
reasonally accurate; but we would prefer to have been plessantly
surprised. Also, -3 is perfectly logical, but from a research perspective
unfortunate, there were systematic differences among ‘yyes of students
receiving different types of services. Our data indicate that students with
lower academic aptitude and lower evels of Eaglish language oral
proficiency were more likely to be vreceiving services including the use of
the native language. Although our analytic approach will control for these
differences, comparisons between rervice groups will necessarily be more

¢¢ lex than if there had been r: ndom assigmment to groups.

All things considered, however, the number and diversity of students in
our study and the diversity of instructional approaches they receive sustain
our initial optimism about the contributions this study can make to
improving the education of LM-LEP students.
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Part 1.
Term

Academic instruction

Ad justed score

Chinese language students

Cluster

Cluster combination

Appendix A: GLOSSARY

ABBREVIATIONS AND SPECIAL TERMS

Meaning

Used in discussion of instructional services to
refer to math, science, social studies, and ethunic
heritage instruction as distinct from instruction in
language arts or other subjects.

A test score corrected for omitted items by adding
to the number of {items answered correctly a value
equal tn the quotient obtained when the number of
items omitted is divided by the number of options
per iten.

IM-LEP students whose native language is Chinese.

A set of LM-LEP instructional services received by a
student at a given time and defined in terms of the
following five characteristics:

(1) Percentage of use of the child's native
language, in instruction in subjects other
than language arts.

(2) Whether special instruction in English is
provided.

(3) Whether simplified English is used more than
regular English in instruction in math,
science, social studies and ethnic heritage.

(4) Whether simplified English is used more than
regular English in teaching English language
arts.

(5) Whether instruction in native language arts
is provided.

There are 32 clusters.

The combination of major clusters which describes
the IM-LEP instructional services received by a
student over a given period of time (e.g., a year,
two years, or three years).

There are 20 such combinations for Year 1.
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Term

Cluster sequence

A-2

Meaning

The categories of LM-LEP instructional services
obtained by combining cluster combinations that
represent ess~ntially the same instructional
services in tt same order.

There are 9 cluster sequences for Year 1.

Cohort A The students in the study who were in grade 1 in the
fall of 1984. Cohort A includes three categories of
students: LM-LEP, EP/LIS, and EP/Comp.
Cohort B The students in the study who were in grade 3 in the
fall of 1984. Cohort B includes three categories of
students: LM-LEP, EP/LIS, and EP/Comp.
CPM Raven Coloured Progressive Matrices
(This was the level of the Raven Progressive
Matrices Test used in grade 1.)

DK Don't Know
(Response to questionnaire itenm)

EP English-proficient

EP/Comp* English-proficient students: Comparison group
(The comparison group is a sample of students who
were never classified as IM-LEP and were not
receiving LM-LEP instructional services.)

Ep/LIs* English proficient students receiving LM-LEP
instructional services

ESL Englieh as a Second Language

LEP Limited-English-proficient

(This term is sometimes used to mean LM-LEP.)

LM Language minority

LM-LEP* Language-minority limited-English-proficient

Ma jor cluster

“Other language students”

The six major categories into which the 32 clusters
are classified.

LM-LEP students whose native language is neither
Spanish nor Chinese.

*This category of students in the study consists of students who met the defini-
tion as of fall 1984.
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Rights score

SAT
S.D.

SEF

Servicés

Service cluster

SES

SOLOM

SOPR

Spanish language students

SPM

D G T SR Oy = P TR U Uk b o 3 gor = aE e

A-3

Meaning

Raven Progressive Matrices Test
Different levels 1re used in grades 1 and 3~--
the CPM level in grade 1 and the SPM level in
grade 3.

A test score equal to the number of items answered
correctly.

Stanford Achievement Test
Standard deviation

Student Evaluation Form
This is the form used by teachers at the end of
the year to rate students in the study, with
respect to their proficiency in various aspects
of English, math, and native language.

When this term 1is used in the report, it refers to
instructional services for LM-LEP students.

When this term is used it refers either to the
"cluster” as defined above, or to the "major
cluster."

Socioeconomic status

Student Oral Language Observation Matrix
This is a rating scale developed under ihe
auspices of the California Departmenr. of Fducation,

Student Oral Proficiency Rating
This is a slight modification of the SOLOM, for
use in the present study. There are two forms of
the SOPR~-- one for English and one for the
student's native language. As in the SOLOM,
students are rated in five aspects of spoken
language: (1) comprchension, (2) fluency, (3)
vocabulary, (4) pronunciation, and (5) grammar.

LM-LEP students whose native language 1is Spanish.
Raven Standard Progressive Matrices

(This was the level of the Raven Progressive
Matrices used in grade 3.)
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Part 2. STATISTICAL NOTATION

Frequency

Mean

Number of cases

Number of items in test

Number of choices per multiple-choice item

Standard deviation

Correlation between variables j rnd k
(Unless otherwise specified it is the Pesarson product-
momen: coefficient.)

Reliability of variable 1

Mean of variabi. X

Standard deviation of sample
(This is the standard deviation obtained using N as
the divisor.)

Value of s for variable X

Estimate of population standard deviation
(This is the standard deviation obtained using N-1,
or number of degrees of freedom, as the divisor.)

Value of o~for variable X

Rights score (i.e., number of test items answered correctly)

Number of test items omitted

Number of test items attempted

Ad justed score (i.e., score xdjusted for omitted items)
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APPENDIX B

DESCRIPTION OF SELECTED COMPOSITE SCORES AND OTHER VARIABLES

Socioeconomic IndeX.ssceocesveessescsnssossssosoossssssoscsnss B-1
Occupational Status of Parent8ccsscecesssccsccsssssssscasssne B-1
Parents' Education==A..cccecscscsssssosscssoscscossescscscncs B-1
Parents' Education==B.cccscocscsccsscsccssossssscssscscscsnss B-4

Parents’ Use of English i{n the Home==A.ccccseoncrcsscncscsncs B-4
Patents' Use Of Enslish 1“ the bm“n---------....--.-----.. B-S
hading mtter in the mm"""'.""""""""Q""""" B-S

Student Oral Proficiency Rating (SOPR) ScaleS.cscsccsccsccces B-6
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Appendix B: DESCRIPTION OF SELECTED COMPOSITE SCORES AND OTHER VARIABLES

1. SOCIOECONOMIC INDEX

This composite is a weighted sum of two compunents~-occupational status
of parents and parents' education--which are described in Sections 2 and 3
respectively of this appendix. The raw values on occupational s:tatus are
weighted 3 and the parents' education is weighted 1. This results in an
"effective weight” of approximately S Sfor status and 4 for education. Tab.le

B.1 shows the relevant data.

2. OCCUPATIONAL STATUS OF PARENTS

Occupational status of parents is rated on a2 five-point scale, shown in
Table B.2.

3. PARENTS' EDUCATION-—A

This is an unweighted average of number of years of schooling for the
father and the mother, with a scale value of 14 representing 14 or more

years. (f data are missing for one parent, the value used is the number of

years for the other parent.

This composite ("parents' education composite A") is described in
Chapter 3, Section E, and is used in Tables 3.10 and 3.11. It is the
composite used in determining socioeconomic status; it differs slightly from
parents' education composite B (see Sect’on 4 below), which is used in

certain tables in Chapters 4 and 8.

356

DIVELOPMENT ASSOCIATNS. INC.




B-2

TABLE B.1. Descriptive data for socioeconomic status and
its component variables

Based on IM-LEP students in Cohorts A and B

N = 4145
Weights ia SES
Raw Approx.
- vt.* effective
X o Range (w) we.Rh
Parents' education: Composite A 7.962 3.532 0-14 1 5 !
Occupational status 2.040 .936 1-5 3 4
Sociosconcmic index 16.081 ".292 3-29 - -

*The raw weight is the weight actualiy applied in computation.

**The effuctive weight = kws~, where k is a constant.

For these data, k was set at 1.42, to give approximately integral values for
the effective waight.
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TABLE B.2.

Occupational status codes

Aating

Professionals

v

Doctors, lawyers,
dantists, engi-
neers, judges,
architects, schoo!
Juperintendents,
chemists, psy-
¢hologists, pro-
fessors

Proprietors,
Hanagers, and
Business Persons

Owners or sanagers
¥ large businesses
(10 or more e
ploy«es), regional
or divisiona
managers of large
{inancial or indus-
trial enterprises

Commercial
Workers
Clerks, Etc.

Manual
Workers

Protective and

Service Vorkers

Farm
workers

Owners or managers
of large farms
{equiv. of 10 or
more full-tine em-
ployeas)

Teachers, regis-
tared nurses,
undertakers, news-
piper reporters,
social workers,
chiroprac tors,
artists, suthors,
accountants,
dietitions, air-
1ine pilots,
usicians.

dumers or sanagers
of moderate-sized
businesses (3-9
emloyees), assis-
tant sanagers,
deartment sam-
gers, etc. of large
businesses. store
buyers.

Stock dbrokers,
real estate and
insurance sales-
parsons, whole-
sale salespersons

Hilitary, police,
and fire senior
officers (1ieu~
tenants and above)

Owners or managers
of mediun-sized
farms (39 en-
playees)

Foresters, reli-
qious workers,
phlisarsphers,
recreation workers,
dance teachers,
sports of ficials,
athletes, sur-
veyors, nedical
technicians,
f1ight attendants,
draftsmen

Owners or munagers
of small business-
¢s, minor officials
of businesses,
floor managers,
contractors

Auto salespersons,
bank tellers,
executive secre-
taries

Factory foreman,
electricians,
plumbers, car-
p‘ntm. watch~
makers, machinists,
steel workers,
wvelders, jewelers,
masons

Hilitary, police,
and fire niddle
officers (ser:
gents, corporate),
auto mechanics

Owners or managers
of small farms

~

Typists, fiie
clerks, reception-
15ts, telephone
Jperators,
cashiers, library
assistants,

sales clerks

Apprentices to
carpenters,
plumbers, and
electriciansg,
telephone 1ineman,
bakers, painters

Hilitary, nolice,
and fire persons,
practical nurses,
bartenders,
waitresses, night
watchoen, truck
drivers, butchers,
cooks, barbers,
hatrdressers,
teachers' aides,
cad drivers

Tenant farmers,
full-time farn
workers, ranch
hands

Sewing machine
operators,
laborers, assembly
line workers

maids

Janitors, nurses'
afdes, messengers,
gas statfon atten-
dants, gardeners,

itigrant farn
workers
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B4 4. PARENTS' !DUCA‘I'IOH"BI

This is a weighted average of the number of years of schooling the
p.~ents have had, with a scale value of 14 representing 14 or more years and
with the more ec-cated parent having triple weight. If data are missing for

one parent the value used is the number of years for the other parent.

This composite is used in Tables 4.16, 8.8a, 10.la, 10.1b, E.4a, and
E.4b.

BS 5. PARENTS' USE OF ENGLISE IM THE HOME—A

This 1s a composite, used in Chapters 4, 8, and 10, of the responses to
two questions in the Parent Questionnaire: (1) What languages does the
mother speak at home? and (2) What languages does the father speak at home?

Responses to each question were scored as follows:

e 2 points if only English was indicated
e 1 point if English and another language were indicated
o O points if a non-English language, tut no English, was indicated.

The composite score 1s obtained by adding the scores for mother's
languages and father's languages. This gives a S-point acore scale, running
from 0 (no English) to 4 (all English). If data are missing for one parent,

the value for the other parent is doubled, so that 0, 1, or 2 becomes 0, 2,
or 4.

This composite is used in Tables 4.16, 8.8a, 10.la, 10.1b, B.4a, and
E.4b.

D & B Ay @GN B S T Ok Gy hy S Wy &y Ay fm W

1A1though the correlations between composites 3 and 4 have not been obtained,
they are undoubtedly very high.
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B7

B-5

6. PARENTS' USE OF ENGLISH IN THE EOHB-BI

This variable, which differs slightly from the one described in section
5 above, 1s described in Chapter 3, Section E, and 1s used in Tables 3.10
and 3.11.

7. READING MATTER IN THE HOME

The three composite variables on reading matter in the home refer to
only two kinds of reading matter: newspapers and magazines. The composites
are based on responses to four questions in the Parent Questionnaire, which

ask which of the following types of reading matter are received regularly:

a. English language newspapers
b. English language magazines
¢. Newspapers in a language other than English
d. Magazines in a language other than English

o Reading matter composite 1. Non-English materials

Responses to questions ¢ and d above are each scored 1 (Yes) or O

(No). The score is the sum of the response scores fcr the two items.

e Reading matter composite 2. English materials

Same as composite 1 (above) except that items a and b are used
instead of c and d.

® Reading matter composite 3. Total

This is the sum of composites 1 and 2 (above).

1A1though the correlations between composites 5 and 6 have not been obtained,
they are undoubtedly very high.

:
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DIRECTIONS: For each of the 5 categories below at the left, mark an X" across the box that best describes the student’s abilities.

LEVEL 1 LEVEL 2 LEVEL 3 LEVEL 4 LEVEL §
Cannot undersiand Has great diflicully lollowing what Undersiands moel of what is sald Understande H oonver-
A. Comprehension mmm [ Can comprehend only ol slower-than-normal speed with ol normal speed, sallon and normal clessroom
* " spoken 1. pelitions. occasional repelition may be discussions without difiiculty.
slowly and with requent repsthions. NECessaty.
B. Fluency Speech is 00 halling and irag- Usualty hesitant; olten lorced into Speech In everydey Speech in everyday communica- MMW
: meniary as o make conversation silence by language Lon and claasroom discuasion is tlon and claseroom discussion is and in classroom [
virtually impossible. kraquenily disrupted by the fluent, with accasional mwmx-m
student’s search lor the correct m he student searches | Ing thal of a native
manner ol expression. for $he correct mannes of
oxpression. .
C. Vocabuluy Vocabulary limitalions are 80 Misuse of wi rde and very imited Fr m“m 3 ueee Use"' and idioms
oxtrzemae as 10 make conversalion vocabulary make comprehension lorme or must rephrase ideas approximales that of & native
virtually impossible. quite because of inadequale vocabulery. because of inadequate vocabulary. speaker.
Pronunciation probleme Very hard lo undersiand Pronunciation Always inteliigible, !hough on~ ‘s Pronuncistion and intonation
D. Pronunciation s:votonlomaumo; olor Must necesailale concentration on conacious of § dekinke soon appluxsmale 8 native speshar's
virtually unintelligible. m&tyrwhmbh the part of the listensr and and
8100d. lsad o inlonalion patierne
€ n and word Gi and word order ol makes grammaticat Grammalical and word
E. Grammar m'z‘r.lomuwum::‘awmm n::.nuwﬂmhnmm MWGNMMMWW mm&'m" do not orduwoxhnmuu”.nm
speech virtually unintsiligible. mhmuuwlo “l:::r“mm ally obec.ra meaning. obscure meaning. spesher's.

This form is an adaplation of the Studem Oral Language Obeervation Matrix (SOLOM) developed by the San Jose (California) Unitied School District.

The above chart is a reproduction of the five rating scales used in both the English SOPR and the native

language SOPR.

two SOPRs is the sum

261

As indicated by the "levels," students are rated 1-5 on each scale.

of'the ratings for scales A, B, C, D, and E.

Total score on each of the
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Appendix C: STUDY IMPLEMENTATION IN YEAR ONE

1. INTRODUCTION

This Appendix supplements the discussion contained in Chapter 2 of the
report. Included is a brief discussion of how the student sample was
obtained, how field operations were organized and staffod, and how the maor

data collection instruments were administered during the study's first year.

During the first year of the study, site visits were made to each
participating school district. The first visit took place in the tall of
1984. Its purpose was :o familiarize principals with the study, to compile
rosters of the study students, to identify teachers and support staff
working with study students at each school, and, where required, to send

home parent permission forms.

Following the initial visit, the 18 participating districts were visited
for data collection in the fall, winter, and spring. The fall data
collection visits by the team leaders and onsite data collectors took place
between early October and late December. The fall data collection required
an average of two weeks per school district or site. The winter site visits
were conducted in late January and early February with data collection teams
spending an average of one week per ¢ hool district. The spring round of
site visits to all 18 participating districts began in mid-April, and were

completed by early June; approximately two weeks were spent at each site.

A total of 18 data collection instruments were used in Year 1 of the
study. They included measures of academic achievement and aptitude, teacher
ratings of student language and academic performance, individualized
instructional data, and cteacher, principal, school and district information.
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2. OBTAINING THE STUDENT SAMPLE

DEFINITION OF LM-LEP AND EP STUDENTS

In the fall of 1984, language-minority limited-English-proficient
(LM-LEP) and English proficient (EP) studencs in the first and third grades
at each study school were selected. For the study, a LM-LEP student is
defined as a child from a language minority group who has been identified by
local school or district staff to be unable to benefit from academic
instruction provided snlely in English.

A great deal of variation was found in the procedures used by schools
and school districts to identify LM~LEP students. Some had very specific
criteria detailing how such students should be identified, while others had
no set procedures, relying mainly on school adminfstrators or teachers to

designate LM-LEP status.1

In most districts, the testing and other procedures for determining
which students were to be classified as LM-LEP had not been completed by tie
district prior to the first fall visit by the study team. When this
occurred, it was necessary to recheck each student's status during the
second fall visit and reclassify, as appropriate, those students whom the
school or district had recategorized.

It should be noted that those LM-LEP students who were classified as
learning disabled and who were taught in self~contained classes for the

learning disabled were excluded from the study sample. However, prior

1In school districts where there were no set procedures, it often took
considerably longer to reach agreement about which students should be included in
the study because there were often disagreements among school or district staff
as to which students should be designated LM-LEP.
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to the fall selection of students, several districts had not completed the
classification of students as learning disabled; hence, it was necessary to
subsequently verify that selected study studen/s had not been classified as
learning disabled and placed in self-contained learning-d!sabled classrooms.
Those who had been so placed were dropped from the sample.

Two types of English—-proficient (EP) students were selected for
inclusion in the study. Both groups are students designated as English-
proficient according to criteria used by the individual school or school
district.

The first type of EP students selected for the study were students
receiving LM-LEP services in first and third grade. They were designated as
EP/LIS. 7These students receive services for several dif ferent reasons. For
some, it is the only instructional program offered or parents have requested
the services. For others, school administrators and/or teachers have placed

the student in the program to serve as role models.

The second set of EP students included in the study sample were the
EP/Comp group. They are native English speakers, never classified as
IM-LEP, and not receiving special LM~LEP services. During the fall of 1984
ten students from each study schools' first and third grades were selected

to be part of the study sample.

PARENT PERMISSION

Written parent permission for data collection on individual students was
required in seven school districts: Boston Public Schools, Chicago Public
Schools, Cleveland Public Schools, Dade County Public Schools, New York
Community School District 19, New York Community School District 20, and the
St. Paul Public Schools. 1n these school districts, request forms were sent
to the homes of potential study sample students (i.e., all first and third
grade LM-LEP students, all first and third grade EP/LIS students, and a
random sample of thirty first and thirty third grade EP/Comp students

368

¢
|
|
|
|
|
|
|




Cc-4

at each study school in the district). The letters sent to all EP parents
and guardians were in English. Those sent to LM-LEP students' parents and
guardians were in English and, where possible, in the students' native

1
languages.

The response rate to the parent permission requests differed greatly
among districts, and among different schools in any one given district. 1In
many schools the rasponse rate was over 90 percent, with nearly all parents
granting permission. QOn the other hand, in a few schools, fewer than 40
percent of the parents returned the forms, despite follow~up by study field
staff and school employees. In those schools where the response rate was

. low, a second wave of parent permission request forms was sent out during
the winter data collection visits. Any student whose parents returned a
form granting permission was added to the student sample. Where required,
students were included in the study sample only if the parent or guardian

returned a completed permission form.

C2.c  MID-YEAR ADJUSTMENTS TO THE STUDENT SAMPLE

In the first year of the study, as necessary and in keeping with its
goals, adjustments to the student sample were made. Accommodations entailed
augment ing the sample by including LM-LEP students who transferred into a
study school, and adding new EP students to maintain the the EP/Comp sample
at ten per grade where EP/Comp students left the schocl. 1In schools where
read justments were made in a student's status after data collection had
begun (e.g. LM-LEP to EP or vice versa) students were reclassified as

appropriate.

lparent permission forms were prepared in fourteen languages: Albanian, Arabic,
Cambodian (Kimer), Chinese, Greek, Hindi, Italian,Korean, Portuguese, Romanian,
Spanish, Tagalog, Urdu, and Vietnamese. If the student's native language was
other than one of these fourteen, only an English verison of the form was sent
home.

T oo
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3. STAFFING AND ORGANIZATION OF DATA COLLECTION

The overall supervision of the Year 1 data collection effort was the
responsibility of the Project Director and the Field Coordinator. To permit
more direct supervision of onsite activities and to facilitate close
communication with the participating sites, nine field team leaders1 took
responsibility for each of the 18 school districts participating in the
study. Each team leader oversaw the data collecticn activities in one to
three of the school districts. They handled all communications with the
district and local school officials, as well as located, hired, and
supervised local professional and paraprofessional data collectors in the
completion of the district and school questionnaires and administration of

tte Stanford Achievement Tests.

The criteria for sclecting the professional data collectors were that:
1) they be experienced in gathering survey data; 2) they have experience
working with elementary school children; 3) they be familiar with special
services for LM~LEP students; and, 4) where possible, they be proficient in
the native language(s) of the LM~LEP students at the site. Up to nine local
professionals per site were employed during the fall. Their primary
responsibility vas to assist the team leader throughout the data collection
process in upcating the student and teacher rosters and in gathering the

teacher and support staff data.

Paraprofessionals were generally aides or clerical staff at the study
schools. They were employed mainly to assist in the collection of student
background information from school records, and to help send out and keep

track of parent questionnaires.

1The team leaders are senior-~level, full-time Developrneut Associates employees
or consultants with extensive experience conducting educational research with
LM~LEP students in public elementary schools.
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4. ROSTERS, TESTS, QUESTIONNAIRES AND OTHER INSTRUMENTS

STUDENT AND STAFF ROSTERS

Two primary casks of team leaders during the first fall 1984 site visit
were to verify which students were to participate in the study and to
identify teachers, aides, and other instructional and support staff members
who were working with sample students during the 1984-85 school year. To
carry out the first task of verifying study students, team leaders were
provided with student roster forms. For the first fall visit, the rosters
only had nine digit identification numbers printed down the left hand
margin. Data collectors wrote in the student's name, birthdate, sex, native
language, and parental permission status. The rosters were completed on

information from school and district records.

By the second fall site visit, the information on the rosters was
computerized and data collection teams were provi“ad with pre-printed copies
for each study school. Each roster contained the student's study
identification number, birthdate, sex, and native language. In addition,
there was space to r~ovide the student's district (local) identification
number, the name of the student's main (homeroom) teacher, and the
teacher's identification number. Space was also provided for special
comments about the student. The primary tasks for the data collectors
during the fall visit were generally to verify that all the informat?
provided on the rosters was correct and to fill in any aissing data
required. Additional identification numbers were also provided on the
roster so that names and other identifying informat.on for new studeats not
originally included could be added.

For the winter site visits, data collectors were provided with
computerized rosters essentially identical to those used in the fall. In
addition to the pre-printed information on the fall rosters, the winter
rosters had pre-printed district (local) identification numbers, names of
main teachers, and teacher identification numbers. Rosters were arrr-ged by
grade and by ss~nle status (IM-LEP, EP/LIS, EP-Comp). Within each roster,

students we~e listed alphabetically by last name. As in the fall, the main
tasks during the winter sits visit were to verify that all the information

=========================%;{;£t========: D VYELOPMENT ASSOCIATES. INO. l'
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on the rosters was correct and that all of the listed students were still in
the school. If any student had lzlt the school, the data collector was
directed, if possible, to identify the school to which the student had

transferred.

The rosters for the spring wer. identical to those provided for the
winter. However, to facilitate data collection, students were grouped by
main (homeroom) teacher, rather than by grade as tad been done previously.
Again it was the task of the data collectors to verify that all of the
information on the rosters was correct, to noie any changes in the main
teachers of sample students, and to identify schools to which study students
had transferred.

To carry out the task of identifying instructional s-aff members working
with study students, team leaders were provided with a rosver form for
listing instructional staff members working with first and third grade

students.

For the study, instructional staff are considered to> be teachers whe
provide {nstruction in English or in the native language in content subject
areas including English reading, English language arts, native language
reading, native language arts, mathematics, social studies, ethaic heritape,
and science. Teacher aides or other paraprofessionals, not under the Zirect
supervision of a teacher, providing direct instruction in content subject

areas are also considered to be instructional staff.

For the second fall site visit, the roster information was computerized,
and pre~printed instructional staff rosters were provided to the data
collection teams at each study school. The rosters had a 1list of cach staff
members' identificat on number and name. The primary task for the data
collecters during the fall visit was to verify that the listed staff meubers
actually taught students in the study's sample. Space was also provided on
the roster to add the names of any new staff members to the school not

included on the original -oster and who had begun to work with students in

the study's sample.
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Fou the winter and spring site visits, the data collectors were
responsible for verifying that the listed instructional staff members were
still at the school, for adding the names of new inctructional staff members
working with sample studenats, and for completing other necessary infc nation

required to complete the roster.

C4.b INSTRUMENTS FOR COLLRCTYNG INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTIONAL DATA

Both the Student /Teacher Dats Form and the Instructional Language Record
wvere administered in the fall, winter, ani spring. The Student/
Teacher Data Form was a self-administered questionnaire. 1Its main purpose
wvas to identify instructors who should complete the Instructional Language
" .cord and the number of hours of nacive language instruction receivad by
study studants. Its secondary purpose was to verify student grade .nd

langusge background.

Once the main study teachers had completed the Student/Teacher Data
Form, the data collectors r-viewed them to identify other instructiconal
staff who ~hould complete the Instructional Language Record, the only atudy
instrument designed as a rtructured interview. To complete this instirument,
field staff arranged to meet with academic subject area teachers who taught
study sample students English, mathematics, science, social studies, and
ethnic heritage. These meetings were held eithe. individually or in small
groups. Typfcally, the' required at laast a half-hour jeri. ..

During the meeting the data collectoir explained the Instructional
Language Recora and then selected one study student from the teacher's class
roster. That student's nsme was written on the interview guide and then the
teacher was asked about tuat studant's course of instruction. Onc: tle
nature and smount of the individual student's instruction had been
documented, the teacher then identified c:her study students who were

receiving exactly the same instruztior. The names of these students were

eutered on the same interviev yuide. For each student or group of students
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in the study sample not receiving the same instruction as the first
student(s) described, another Instrucctional Language Record was coumpleted.
The process was repeated until all the variations in instructional programs

of students in the study taught by anv one teacher had been detailed.

Cé.c  PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Parent and guardian data for LM-LEP students only were collected during
Year 1 using the Parent Questionnaire. The data collection which began in |
the fall of 1984 is described below.

|
|
|
\

The language minority group to which each student belonged was

2 EE D YR = Ul e

determined from the student roster. For each student, a packet was prepared
containing one copy of the Parent Quest‘onnaire in English and one in the
students' native languagel. These packets were distributed to the

students' homeroom teachers with instructious that the students take the
packet home at end of that school day and give it to the{r parents or
guardians. The teachers were asked to urge thesir students to bring the form

back the next day.2

A few days after the packets were distributed, field staff w2nt back to
each homeroom and collected those sestionnaires that had been completed and
returned. There was no formal follow-up other than that informally done by

teachers and othe* school staff.

1The Parent Questionnaire was “r nslated into the following 14 lacnguages:
Albanian, Arabic, Cambodi-- .hmer), Chinese, Greek, Hind., Italian, Korean,
Portuguese, Romantan, Sp¢ i, Tagalog, Urdu, and Vietnamese. If the student's
native language wau not one of these, only the English version of the
questionnaire was sent home.

2Where appropriate and on teacher recommendation, whole classrooms were of fered
a reward “or 1002 return of completed Parent Questionnaires (e.g., an ice cream
cone for each student in the class).

i 372
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During the winter and spring data collections, field staff again checked

with homeroom teachers and collected any additional completed Parent

Quest ionnaires which had been returned. For those parents or guardians who
had not returned a form, a second Parent Questionnaire packet was sent home
with the student. Again, there was generally no additional follow—up by
field staff.

C4.d OTHER DATA COLLECTION FORMS

Policy and school background information were collected using several
measures. The data coliection instruments used were: the District Policy
Quest ionnaire, the Programs and Procedures interview, the Principial
Questionnaire, the Instructional Stafi Quest’onnaire.

Through the District Policy Questionnnaire information related to the
following issues was collected: entry/exit, placement of stude.ts aftev
exiting from special gservices for LM-LEP students, parental involvement, the
use of the students native language for instruction, the credentialling and
English proficiency requirements of the instructional staff members who
provide services to LM-LEP students, the administration of standardized
achievement tests to LM-LEP students, the integration of LM-LEP students
with EP students, the use of pull-out for the delivery of special services
for IM-LEP students, the follow-up of former LM-LEP students after exit from
srecial services, and the provision of pre~ and i{in-service education

snrecially designed for teachers of LM-LEP students.

A Programs and Procedures {nterview was conducted with the person in the
school most knowledgeable about services provided to LM-LEP students. This
interview concerned the types of services provided, entry and exit
procedures and cviteria for such services, and other factors (availability
of staff, etc.) affecting the provision of services. This interview was
conducted during the spring data collection.

The principals of each school were asked to complete a questionnaire

during the spring site visit. Through the Principal Questionnerire data on

the principal's basic academic preparation3 educational philosophy, and
N
3 i

- DXEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATES. INC. .




c-11

attitudes toward the use of a language other than English in the academic

situation were collected.

Basic information about instructional staff were gathered through the
Instructional i1ff Questionnnaire. This questionnaire was completed during
the fall visit by all the teachers of study students. As with the principal
questionnaire, information was gathered on the staff members' br3ic academic
preparation, educational philosophy, instructional pra<tices, and use of a

language other than English for instructing LM-LEP students.

Classroom observations were carried out in the first year in 11 schools
within four of the 18 study sites. The schools at these gites served
primarily Spanish-speaking students and were selected to include a range of
service cluster types. A total of 109 teachers were observed while

providing instruction to students in English language artu. The

observations were carried out to obtain further informatioa on student and
teacher language use during English language arts instruction and on the
classroom learning envircrment. The observers were individuals with

el :mentary school teaching experience who were fluent in the students'
native language. They were trained in a two-day training session that
involved observation of videotaped classroom instruction and observation in

actual classrooms.

In each school where observations were done, all teachers who taught at
least two hours of English language arts to five or more study students weie
observed during a thirty-minute English language arts lesson. The
observations were scheduled so that the lessons observed fuvolved
presentation of new instructional material or of new activities. Sixteen of
the 109 teachers were observed by a second observed on a different day for
the same subject area. These duplicate observations were coriucted to

provide reliahility data.
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Cs.e  DOCUMENT REVIEW FORMS

The School Summary Form was used to collect basic information about each
study school. The data collected through this instrument included
neighborhood socioeconomic status, school enrollment, native language groups
repregsented in each school, pre- and iu-service teacher training provided,
relative academic standing of LM-LEP students as compared to EP students in
the school, and school grading scales.

The Student Background Questionnnaire (parts A through C) was designed
to be completed through data on individual students which was available from
school and district records. Part A focused on student data related to
ethnicity, history of receipt of specia.. instructional services, the
language of instruction, student learning disabilities, free lunch,
absenteeism rates, and receipt of migrant education services. These data
were gathered from students' cumulative records and were collected on site
during the fall of 1984. Part B was used to verify student information
collected in the fall. It was completed on site during the spring of 1985.

Part C was used to collect CTBS Espanol math, and Spanish reading
achi evement test data in those districts where these measures were
administered. The data were obtained through central district office
records or from individual student records at the schools. These data were
collected in eight of the eighteen districts in the study. Where possible,
1984 results on oral proficiency tests such as the Language Assessment
Scales and Language Assessment Battery were also obtained. These data which
will be compared with the SOPR ratings were gathered in five of the study

districts.

C4.f THE RAVEN PROGRESSIVE MATRICES

The rationale for using the Raven Progressive Matrices is provided in
Ch2pter 2. The intent here is to provide basic information related to the

procedures used in implementing the measure.

(W)
-
(W

—_—————————— DEXVELOPMENT ASSOCIATES. INOC. l'




Cc-13

Test administrators with background in elementary education (either
through teaching, research, or graduate study) and with actual experience
working with elementary grade level children were identified and hired at
each site. They were trained on site by one of three regional trainers.
The lead trainer, who had extensive prior experience in working with the
Raven, developed the training package and was rasponsible for instructing

the two additional trainers.

The test administrators were instructed in a one day session in the
procedures for administering the Raven. Part of the training required that
each trainee administer the measure to an actual group of students or that
he or she participate in a mock testing session under the direct supervision
of the trainer. The test administrators were trained to give the test in
pantomime while providing verbal instructions in English or in the

children's native language.1

The pantomime instruct’ .s were given using a specially designed display
board, with movable piec._3, representing an enlarged replica of the first
example in the test booklet. The verbal explanation was presented in simple

English or in a student's native language or both, as appropriate.

Once trained, each test administrator contacted the principals of the
schools for which they were responsible. With them they arranged the
testing procedures i.e., defined who was to be tested, identified where the
testing would occur, established the number of students to be tested at one
time, confirmed whether students would be released individually or in a
gronp once they completed the test.

On the average, each testing session required approximately 30 minutes
for first graders and about 45 minutes for third graders. Both first and
third graders marked their responses using the answer sheets developed for

the study.

IThe rational: for usine both pantomimed and verbal instructions was bastd on
the on a judgment that the use of both would help to make the students feel more

comfortable with the situation, as well as provide the most complete information
for making the test directions understood.

378
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THE STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST (SAT) SUBTESTS

The SAT tests were administered where possible by the students' own
teachers, or other school staff members with whom the students were
familiar. Those who did the testing were provided with an instructional
package and were trained by the team leader. In those cases where teachers
or other school staff members were not available, the SATs vere administered
by the field staff who were also trained in the testing prccedures.l

Arrangements were made with school principals for a classroom or other
room in the school (e.g., gymnasium, cafeteria) where students could be

brought together in groups of no more than 25 for the test administration.

When students missed particular aubtests or the entire set of subtests
due tc sbsence, the data ccllector made follow-up contacts with the school
to determine when the student returned to school to arrange a time and place
for =« make-up session. If any student missed a subtest or subtests, or was
excused from the testing, teachers were required to record chis information

on a special log.

Principals aud teachers were encouraged to test all LM-LEP students;
however, students’whose English was either nonexistent or so limited that it
was believed that they would not understand how to take portions of the test
were exempted from the particular parts of the SAT with which it was felt
they could not cope. If teachers believed the students to be particularly
limited in English, and thus excluded them from tsking the reading subtests,
they were strongly encouraged to have studeats take the math subtests
because these, it was believed, could be handled effectively by studants who
could not read English. The teacher ultimately made the decision as t¢ who

would or would not be tested.

lpirst graders were tested with the Stanford Achievement Test, Primary 1, Form F,
in the spring. Third graders were assessed in the fall and spring. In the fall
the Stanford Achievement Test, Frimary 2, Form E was used; in the spring, the
Stanford Achievement Test, Primary 3, Form F was used.
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THE STUDENT ORAL LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY RATING (SOPR) FORM

IM-1EP students were rated for English and native language proficiency
using the Student Oral Language I'roficiency Rating form (SOPR). EP students
receiving services for LM~LEP students and EP/Comp students were not rated
because it was assumed they were proficient in English. SOPR ratings were
obtained on each student in the fall, or during the winter data collection
period if the student had not been added to the study sample until after the
fall site visits.

Students were rated for oral proficiency in English by teachers who
taught the students in English and who themselves were proficient English
speakers. Main teachers, aides or other school staff members working with
students and fluent in the student's native language rated the student's
native language cral proficiency. If there were nuoc staff members in the
school who both worked with the students and who were fluent in their native
languages, no native oral language proficiency ratings were obtained. All
teachers asked to rate a siudent on the SOPR were proviied training in the
use of the SOPR.

In the training sersion raters were instructed to judge a student's oral
proficiency on the basis of their familiarity with the studeunt's language
usage in the past; that is, raters were not to interview or otherwise make
a special effort to elicit oral speech either in English or in the native
language when rating the student. The rating form itself consisted of a
single page on which there was a twenty-five box matrix. The matrix was
formed of five rcws, each of which contained five categories. On this
matrix, raters indicated their judgment of the student's pronunciation,
fluency (use of correct intonation and sentence rhythm), grammat ical usage,
vocabulary, and general ablility to comprehend oral language. For each
area, the student was rated according to five levels of approximation of
oral language proficiency to that of a native speaker of the language of the
same age and grade, with a five being equivalent to the oral language
proficiency of a native speaker and a one being equivalent to no oral
proficiency in the language being rated.
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Appendix D: TECHNICAL APPENDIX ON RAVEN PROGRESSIVE MATRICES TEST

As discussed in Chapter 2, the Raven Progressive Matrices was adminis~
tered to all students in the study because a measure of academic ability

operationally independent of knowledge of the English language was needed.

D1 1. RANGE OF SCORES

As shown in Table 4.13, which presents distributions of ad justed scores
on the Raven total, the scores have a very wide range, not only for th-
English-proficient groups but also for the LM-~LEP students, extending . rom 1
(a below-chance score) to 36 (a perfect score), in Cohiort A; the Cohort B
range is from 3 (a below-chance score) to 51 (ou: of a possible 60). The
fact that the range runs from very low to very high, but without a
conspicuous bunching of students at either extreme, helps confirm that the
Raven CPM is appropriate for our grade i sample and that the SPM is
appropriate for grade 3.

D2 2. COMPARING ADJUSTED SCORES AND RIGHTS SCORES

The ranges are identical for the ad justed scores aud the rights scoras.
This raises the question of whether the ad justment process really makes a
difference. The best way to answer this questioa is to look at the distribu-
tions of number of omitted items (Table D.1). In each cchort approximately
2 percent of the students (certainly not a negligible proportion) omitted
enough items o have their scores raised at least a point by the adjustment
process; and some of the students had their score raised by as much as §
points (in grade 1) or 8 points (in grade 3)--which amounted to almost a
standard deviation each. Thus for about 98 percent of the students their

ad justed score equals their number right; for the other 2 percent using the
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TABLE D.1. Distribution of number of items omitted in Raven, for each group in each cohort
No.of NO. OF CASES NO, OF CASKES No.of NO, OF CASES NO. OF CASES
items Cohort A, Grade 1 Cohort B, Grade 3 items Cohort A, Grade 1 Cohort B, Grade 3
oaltred  UELER EP/LIS EP/Comp  GELE omicted  I-LEP EP/LIS E[Goms  LE-LEF EP/LIS Et/Coms
60 - - 1 29 1 - - - - -
59 - - - 28 - 1 - - - -—
58 - -— - 27 - - - 1 - -
57 — - - 26 - - - - - -
56 - - - 25 1 - - - - --
55 - - - 24 1 - - 1 - 1
54 - - - 23 - - - - - -
53 -— - - 22 - -— - - - -—-
52 - - ~ 21 -— - - - - 1
51 1 - - 20 - - - 3 - -
50 -— — - 19 - - - 2 o= 1
49 - - - 18 - - - - - -
4 R 1 - - - 3 1 -
47 -— - - 16 - - - - -
46 - - - 15 - - - -— - -
45 - - - 14 4 - - - - 1
44 - 1 -— 13 177 - 1 - 2 -—
43 - -— - 12 25 1 - 4 1 —
a2 - - - 1n 1 -- 1 1 - -
Al - — - 10 2 - - - 2 -
40 -- - - 9 1 - - 2 - 1
39 - - - 8 1 - i 2 -— -
38 - - -— 7 ) - - 7 - —
kY) - - - 6 8 3 1 - - -
36 - - - -- - 1 5 5 - 1 1 - -
35 - - - - - - 4 S 1 - 7 - 1
34 -- - - 1 - - 3 16 2 1 8 2 3
k3 -- .- -- - - - 2 83 10 6 L5 8 4
2 -- -- - - -- - 1 368 59 4 " 48 35
N - - - - - - 0 4136 652 N 25\ 555 353
30 - - — - - -—
N 4670 759 (11} 2994 620 403
Mean L277 194 223 336 L3055 .593
8.D. 1.427 1.227 1.027 2.014 2.182 4.022
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ad justment procedure gives a more accurate representation of what the
student's score would be if he(she) had followed instructions to answer
every item., We feel that this is ample justification for using the adjusted
score in the data analysis. Tables D.2a and D.2b provide further evidence
in support of use of the ad justed scores. As shown in these tables the
correlations of number of items omitted with adjusted scores, though
negative, are numerically very low. The significance of this lies in the
fact that the closer the correlation between number of items omitted and

ad justed score (or rights score) is to +1 or -1, the less difference it
makes whether the score ad justment procedure is used. It is worth men-
tioning, however, that apparently the 2 percent whose score changed, and
even the much smaller proportion whose scores changed substant{allv are not
sufficient to have much effect on the correlation between adju~.ed score and
rights score; the correlation, based on 5,873 LM~LEP cases, was .9993(!) for
grade 1; for 3rad: 3 the corresponding correlation, based on 4,017 cases,
was .9994. Perhaps the best interpretation of these extremely high
correlations lies in concluding that the correlation coefficient is not a
sensitive enough statistic to reflect large departures from equivalence for
small numbers of cases. That might, in some contexts, be regarded as a
deficiency of the corre.lation statistic itself, but it is not a deficiency

of the adjusted score formula.

D3 3.‘ THE 24-ITEM OVERLAP BETWEEN CPM AND SPM

Every item in a test of academic aptitude should become easier as
the child advances from grade to grade. For instance if the same items are
given to grade 1 and grade 3, the grade 3 children should tend to score
higher. The fact that 24 of the 36 items in the SPM (given to grade 3) are
identical to 24 of the 60 items in the CPM (given to grade 1) with the
trivial exception that in the CPM the items are in colored ink while in the
SPM they are in black and white enables us to confirm that the Raven meets
this requirement. Table D.3 shows the Cohort A and Cohort B distributions

of the 24 overlapping items, for LM~LEl studerts, along with means and

standard deviations. The increase in means from grade 1 to grade 3 is
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TABLE D.2a. Inter-orrelations among Raven CPM part scores (adjusted),
Raven total (adjusted), and nuaber omitted
LM-LEPs, Cohort A, Grade 1
N = 4670
CORRELATIONS
Ad justed scores No.

A+B AB Total omitted Mean S.D.
Sets A+B 659 .938 -.140 12.305 3.667
Set AB -880 et} 103 5- 91‘3 2- 683
Total -.136 18.248 5.798
No. omitted 277 1.427

TABLE D.2b. Intercorrelations among Raven SPM part scores (adjusted),
Raven total (ad justed), and number omitted
LM~LEPs, Cohort B, Grade 3
N = 2994
CORRELATIONS
Ad justed scores No.
A+B C+DH+E Total omitted Mean S.D.
Sets C+D+E -91‘6 e 032 9- 873 6- 002
Total ~.058 25.289 9.162
No. omitted 334 2.014

DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATES. _NC. .
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' TABLE D.3. Distribution of Raven adjusted scores on scales A+B
l (RPM Grade 1 and SPM Grade 3)
Raven CPM - Grade 1 SPM ~ Grade 3
) by ompeed o
24 6 .1 25 .8
I 23 16 .3 49 1.6
22 24 .S 130 4.3
21 52 1.1 144 4.8
I 20 75 1.6 184 6.1
19 86 1.8 193 6.4
18 141 3.0 216 7.2
17 195 4.2 234 7.8
' 16 283 6.1 289 9.7
15 305 6.5 274 9.2
14 444 9.5 280 9.4
l 13 485 10.4 240 8.0
12 507 10.9 227 7.6
11 577  12.4 187 6.2
. 10 500 10.7 138 4.6
9 349 7.5 73 2.4
8 254 5.4 48 1.6
7 151 3.2 25 .8
' 6 95 2.0 13 .4
5 50 1.1 12 .4
4 38 .8 6 .2
' 3 20 .4 4 .1
2 11 o2 2 .1
1 6 o1 0 .0
l 0 0 .0 1 .0
Total 4670 100.0 2994 100.0
' X 12.30 15.42
l g 3.67 3.98
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85/100 of the grade 1 standard deviation. This 1s a substantial difference,
quite large enough to be meaningful. Furthermore, since Cohort B (the grade
3 group) does not include any of the children who did well enough to be
exited from services before reaching grade 3, if Cohort A were “"purified” by
eliminating such cases so that the Cohort A and Cohort B cases were more
nearly equivalent the differeunce between the two distributions would be

larger.

4. INTERCORRELATIONS AMONG PARTS AND TOTAL

The Coloured Progressive Matrices (CPM), given to Coho-t A (grade 1),
consists of three 12-item scales--Scales A, AB, and B--in ascending order of
difficulty. The Standard Progressive Matrices (SPX), given to Cohort B
(grade 3) consists of five 12-item scales--Scales A, B, C, D, and E--also in
ascending order of difficulty. Scales A and B provide the 24 items that are
common to the two levels of the Raven (see section 3 above). Table D.2a
shows the intercorrelations among parts and total for LM-LEP students in
Cohort A; Table D.2b shows the corresponding data for Cohort Bl. The
correlation of scales A+B with the rest of the test is .66 for Cohort A
LM-LEP students and .67 for Cohort B.

5. RELIABILITY ESTIMATES

The correlation of scales A+B with the rest of the test can be used
as the basis in estimating the Raven's reliability for LM-LEP students.
If these correlations are considered to be the correlations between
unequal "halves” with unequal standard deviations, Angoff's formula No.
16 (Angoff, 1953) can be applied to provide an estimate of the

1The tables also show the correlations of these variables with number of items
omftted.

f"‘r—
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vreliability of the total test. This estimate, at least in tie case of the
SPM (given to Cohort B), should be regarded as a lower-bound estimate of
test reliability, in view of the marked difference in difficulty between the
parts, which is deliberate and systematic. The two reliability estimates
are .80 (for CPM, Cohort A) and .81 (for SPM, Cohort B).
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Appendix E: TECHNICAL APPENDIX ON STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST

As discussed in Chapter 2, selected tests from appropriate levels of the
Stanford Achievement Test are being given each year to all students in the
stidy (and twice in the first year, to students in Cohort B).

1. SCORE DISTRIBUTIONS AND RELATED DATA

Table E.1 shows the distributions of adjusted scores for Cohort A (grade
1) in the spring of 1985 for all three basic groups (LM-LEP, EP/LIS, ard
EP/Comp). Table E.2 shows similar data for Cohort B (grade 2). Table E.3
shows the test publishers's percentiles (based on a national sample for the
grade, not a LM-LEP sample) corresponding to “he mean rights score, and to
points one standard deviation above and one standard deviation below the
mean. These data are provided not only for LM~LEP students but also for the
other two groups, EP/LIS and EP/Comp.

2. CORRELATIONAL DATA (Correlations of SAT with Other Variables)

Tables E.4a (for Cohort A, 28 variables) and E.4b (for Cohort B, 37
variables) are correlatioa tables based on IM-LEP students. These tables
contain the Raven total, all SAT scores (adjusted), all English SOPR scores,
teacher ratings on selected academic skills variables (five in Englich and
three in math) and the following three composites related to the students'

homes and families:

1. Pareats' use of English in the home
2. Parents' education

3. Socioeconomic status

!
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TABLE E.1. Distribution of sdjusted scores on Stenford Achievement Test: Spring 19835
Cohort A, Crade 1 - Primary 1 bettery, Form F
- CASES NUMBER OF CASES
Resding Math English Math
SCORE Totel SCORE] Vocabulary Reading Concepts Computation Applicetions Totel
*—>| A B C A B C A A B C A B C A B C A B C A B C A B

19 38 1 1 - 60 33 27 713 11
18 kY 5 1 3 68 23 22 60 10
n 36 7 6 2 0 25 19 67 11
76 35 9 8 S 8 17 15 70 8
75 34 6 8§ O 56 1/ 12 6 5 - 3/ 8
74 331 14 13 6 58 20 12 36 20 2 5 8
13 321 19 16 11 64 16 12 68 17 10 45 &
72 1] 27 16 11 69 14 17 92 3% 8 60 11
12! 0] 24 21 7 S8 14 7208 116 35 16 49 2
70 29 39 28 16 62 21 18 128 3% 14 56 9
69 28] 53 30 10 61 12 3] 13 38 26 36 4
68 27} 55 71 3 77 20 8] 146 46 22 36 5
67 26) 68 32 25 65 11 18| 164 41 22 24 6
66 25} 88 37 26 85 20 6] 168 38 22 35 -
65 24] 79 36 24 9% 21 10 9 23 23 3
64 231 121 39 20 80 24 9| 187 33 25 8 4 5 17 2
63 22§ 145 40 26 96 20 10] 210 40 24 190 44 21 43 26 8 23 2
62 21] 168 36 24 112 24 15] 211 43 19 229 68 23 110 48 15 13 5§
61 20] 155 40 20 149 30 7] 233 3 19 284 53 27 135 40 26 11 -
60 19f 191 37 21 128 27 14] 219 36 25 3o 60 23 229 J1 717 i0 -
59 18] 209 30 22 124 27 15] 232 29 20 311 48 25 250 46 33 12 -
58 17 224 31 15 146 28 14| 203 32 16 255 30 30 274 712 132 4 1
57 16] 190 3% 9 155 3 13| 189 27 18 259 37 20 274 53 40 1 1
56 15] iB6 28 15 166 24 15| 187 24 24 281 45 32 265 44 29 - -
35 141 169 15 9 162 18 141 165 17 6 239 33 28 302 53 33 3] -
54 13§ 158 19 13 133 1> 8] 162 13 13 212 38 19 258 46 32 3 -
53 121152 '8 3 104 11 5] 1027 9 7 187 26 15 260 38 28 T -
52 11] 78 6 o 8 5 4 89 13 7 201 28 24 240 31 19 - -
51 10} 56 4 13 3 5 2 62 8 2 164 28 26 227 28 23 - =
50 91 41 3 8B s - I 525 3 162 18 20 215 22 12 - -
49 8 17 2 1 11 - 30 4 1 163 26 14 172 19 14 - -
48 15 - - 1 1 - 11 - - 129 26 15 133 8 4 - -
47 6 6 - - - - - 8 - 1 122 22 'S 13 9 2 - -
46 5 | - - - 1 1 - 712 16 17 61 6 4 - -
43 4 - - - - - - | 61 14 3 25 2 2 - -
44 3 - - - - 2 - - 42 10 4 8 1 1 -
43 2 - - - - - - - 2 1 2 4 - 1 -
42 1 - - - - - - 1T - - - - - - -
41 0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
40 143 46 25
39 160 29 27 NJ2776 672 389 2797 652 404 |3799 715 402 3883 391 393 3627 667 390 1491 643 384
RCODE FOR CATEGORIES OF STUDENTS

A= 1M-1EP

B = EP/LIS 389

C = EP/Comp
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TABLE E.2.

Distribution of adjusted scores on Stanford Achievement Test:

Cohort B, Grade ) - Piimary 3} bsttery, Form F

Spring 1985

— NO, OF CASES I NUNBER OF CASES
Engiish] __ — Math " English Math
SCORE | Reading [ _Comput. Total [ISCORE -Voc_aFT_Lmr_\‘ Concepta Comput . Applic. ~ Total
“ ABClAa nc asBcl > A B C A B C A B C A B ¢ A B C A B C
79 0 512 38 - - 1 52 2110 129 27 18 6 - 3 21 4 5
78 3518 8 37 1 1 1 58 26 15 15 28 12 1 8 1 25 3 2
77 215 17 36 2 2 2 63 22 13 157 30 16 18 11 6 30 4 1
SCORE 76 4912 3 35 7 3 3 0 16 9 1% 33 20 20 27 8 18 1 3
* > 75 112 41 B T B YA T L O I & ) O O 2 L I I
3 57 14 3 33 210 3 8 1 7} 13 7 4« 119 33 13 38 18 17 23 6 1
114 7 5215 9 32 S 12 6 77 23 9| 24 11 6 134 32 15 45 27 10 28 3 1
113 12 5312 5 31 713 10 79 11 8] 45 14 11 127 45 14 48 26 17 23 2 2
112 n 41 9 8 30 7 146 10 101 11 & 6 3 4
11 70 43 8 61' k11 ] 7L 10 | 1 3
11v 69 46 15 13 28] 1917 8 91 17 10 -1
109 58 5210 4 27] 2017 9 17 19 1 - 3
108 67 210 9 26| 21 264 13 108 13 7 1 1
107 66 4 17 9 25| 27 33 1892 11 6| - -
106 65 45 14 S £ 73 3 2
105 1 3IT 8 23] 37 33 16 112 15 10 -1
104 63 4 6 4 22)] s8 31 23 114 11 4 2 -
103 62 5 71 8 21} 74 27 22 1001 16 9 1 -
12 61 6010 & 20] s8 33 16 125 12 5 - -
101 0] - 2 - 56 9 s T35 %] - 1
100 LR B 38 7 2 18] 124 37 29 120 9 10]197 29 25 94 10 3 118 24 12 - -
99 s8] - 4 6 3915 2 17] 130 42 32 110 18 9 [ 189 31 21 81 20 9 120 25 14 - .
98 s1]{8 9 4 0 & 6 16] 159 45 33 104 17 6] 197 34 20 78 16 8 155 26 14 - -
97 s6| 515 4 SO0 9 2 15] 175 45 18 88 8 3]172 33 20 76 16 8 152 32 15 - - -
96 ss 1013 9 3% 6 5 T4 229 & 18 71 I1 3 [ 162 18 8 74 17 8 149 25 14 - - -
95 S4[16 14 9 3 83 13| 25 35 14 58 7 2)'68 20 12 55 16 9 130 21 14 1 - -
55 53 (13 14 7 41 8 7 12| 243 29 20 3 2 -|133 13 8 53 8 9 164 16 10 - -
93 s2 |16 10 17 0 7 4 1m|25¢ 21 6 22 3 1}15% 11 5 47 10 6 13 18 13 - - -
92 s1l1719 7 2 9 4 10§ 227 14 10 10 - -}105 14 8 4 7 3 109 14 15 - - -
91 50 |14 17 10 50 10 4 ST 192 17 3 T I -] 8% 7T 8 2 5 0 T 1T 18 = =
90 49 |25 20 4 42 5 5 8] 153 10 3 2 - -] 0 6 4 28 4 2 109 11 ¢ - - -
7 48 |22 28 11 210 7 1] 86 s 6 - - -] & 5 & 19 2 1 6 8 6 - - -
88 s | 4726 17 12 41 9 & 6]l &1 1 - - - -] 1 1 2 10 - 3 56 & 3 - - -
87 s || 46 |30 16 13 2 4 1 s] 29 1 - - - =l n - 1 6 - 1 22 2 3 - - -
86 o || 453815 14 w26l T - - - - 1T -7 -6 & - —
85 s | T35 16 710 s 3 1 - - - - - & - - - - - 4 1 - - - -
84 a ||l 433225 9 2 6 5 2 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
83 4 l| a2j4211 7] 31 8 4 38 4 2 1 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
5 1l sr{e3raas) s71510 28 3 2 0 - - - - - - - -y - - - - - - - - -
81 8 || 40 {32 24 19{ 108 2113 29 5 2
80 8 B IT T[T 5% ¢ ‘J“ N 2816 704 411 2880 712 410 |3248 710 419 3333 710 417 2889 676 412 2766 665 396
ACODE FOR CATECORLES OF STUDENTS
A = LM-LEP
B = EP/LIS
C = EP/Comp
[
:35)\) JUi

¢-a




TABLE E.3. SAT percentilea corresponding to mean RICHTS ascore(R) and to 1 S.D. above and below mean?
.g ENGL1SH MATHEMATICS
‘;" lll)an1 ox Reading Concepta Cwu: . Math
Collection T Vocab. Comp . of No. Comput . 1ic. + eggl Co Total
Pertod _ Battecy Form Group K il X 2ile X 2ile R Iile Aﬁ?_ Zile - Tile R Zile
Al Spring'85 Primary F LM-LEP 3 +o0 | 24.3 50 30.8 50 26.5 54 - - 36.2 60 $1.9 58
1 X 18.2 22 20,8 25 20.0 22 - - 21.5 28 47.8 27
X-o" {12.1 ) 10.8 3 13.5 5 - - 18.8 9 33.7 8
Zp /LIS X+ 28,6 171 35.1 62 28,5 68 - - 38.9 74 67.2 2
X 22.2 19 25.0 35 22,4 % - - 25.9 35 52.7 35
) Y- 15.8 13 14.9 10 16,0 10 -— - 20,9 13 38.2 13
EP /Comp X 4o 28,6 N J6.8 71 27.5 60 -- ) - 37.2 64 63.9 63
X 22,2 3 26.5 40 21.5 28 - - 28.6 131 50.4 31
X - 15.8 13 16.2 13 15.5 9 -- - 20,0 11 36.9 12
B 3 Fall'84 Primary E LM-LEP X +to~ 19.8 22 29.5 32 26,6 58 3.5 83 26.7 57 - 84.8 61
2 X 14.9 7 20,6 15 20.4 28 26,7 &4 20.4 25 - 67.9 30
X -6 10.0 1 11.7 &4 14,2 8 18.9 16 4.1 6 -- $1.0 10
EP/L1S K+o | 27.4 64 37.3 ® 29.8 N 35.9 9 0.5 1 - 93.6 80
X 21,3 X 28.4 29 23.9 & 28.3 50 24.4 &4 - 717.0 45
X-o" 115.2 1 19,5 14 18.0 19 20.7 21 18.3 17 — 60.4 19 =
EP/Comp X +5° 27.6 66 3.4 73 29.2 13 34,9 85 29.6 7% - 91.5 15 1\
X 21.9 32 27.9 28 23, 39 26.6 43 23.1 38 - 72,9 3
X -0 16.2 10 19.4 13 17.0 16 18,3 15 16.6 12 - 54.3 13
B 3 Spring'85 Primary I LM~-LEP z( +o 19.3 3% 37.4 44 24.7 62 36.2 %% 25.8 56 - 84.3 65
3 X 13.9 14 26,3 21 18.3 26.8 3 17.9 29 - 63.9 35
X -o 8.5 2 15.2 6 11.9 12 17.4 14 10.0 8 - 43.5 12
EP/L1S Xto 25.8 63 48.4 72 22.5 7 3.8 N 30.3 7% - °1.9 18
X 19.3 3 5.3 3 21.4 &7 27.5 &0 22,0 42 - 71.6 &5
X -~ 112.8 11 22,2 14 15.3 22 18.2 15 13.7 16 - 51.3 19
EP/Comp X +o” 26.4 66 49.8 176 26,8 13 36.7 7 2.8 1N - 90.5 75
X 19.8 36 37.4 &4 20.7 44 26.9 38 21.2 40 - 69.6 42
X -0 13.2 12 25.0 18 14.6 20 17, 13 12,6 13 - 48,7 17
*Numbers of cases on which the means are based are shown on Tables 8.2a wad 8.2b.
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3. COMPARING ADJUSTED SCORES AND RIGHTS SCORES

The results when ad justed scores are correlated with rights scores oa
the SAT tests are somewhat similar to the corresponding results for the
Raven (which are discussed in Appendix D, Section D.2). The correlations
are very high, as shown in Tabla E.5, though nct generally as high as the
comparable ones for the Raver.. One reason they are lower is probably that
the SAT items have fewer options than the Raven items, and therafore in
calculating adjusted scores a given number of omitted items results in a

larger score adjustment.

We indicated in Appendix D that there was justification for using
ad justed scores for the Raven. The same arguments apply to the SAT, but to
an even greater extent, since some of the SAT correlations between rights

and adjusted scores are suostantially lower.

4. TEST RELIABILITY

The puliished KR-20 and parallel-forms reliability coefficients based on
national samples are reproduced in iable E.6a (column 6) and Table E.6b
(column 6). Column 7 of Table E.6b contains an improved parallel-forms
estinate, correcting for the fact that the two forms have unequal standard
deviations (Angoff, 1953, Formula 6). All these reliability coefficients
are for Rights scores, vl course, since those are the scores that were used

in the standardization and in the equating of forms.
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[%3
[=]

12
15

16
17

18
19
20
a
22

3
%
23

26
27
28

Cohort A, IM~LEPs, Grede 1 l

TABLE E.ia. Correlations amcug Stsaford Achievamant Test scorss and other variables:
() () (&) (5 B (M @ (9 Q0 1) (12) (13) (18) (13 Qo) Q7 I
Stanford Achievemsnt Test - Primary 1 -~ Spr.'8S
English soOPR
Guuees CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS
Raven CPM .262 351 350  .438 .359 .430 443 469 .455 (136 145 .128 .126 .124 .118 .122
SAT-Primary 1 -- Siring '8S
English
Vocabulary .524 815  .488 (317 213 .46l 302 .723 ,267 ,236 .269 .277 .258 .227 .26S
Rdg.Comprehension +921  .506 .423 ,540 .540 .595 .833 .255 .255 .249 .266 .238 .209 .2%7
English Total .622 (434 .603 .578 .635 .898 .296 .282 .292 .308 280 .246 .283
Math :
Concepta of Yo. .618 .736 .760 .916 .855 .209 .204 .2G3 .216 .191 .176 .201
Computation .565 .902 .833 .707 .154 .171 .47 .153 .142 .129 .lal
Applicatioans .866 .864 815 .274 .265 .270 .272 .262 .236 .260
Comput.dApplic. .937 .955 .237 .243 .230 .35 .223 .199 .222
Mach Totsl .910 .240 .241 .234 .241 .223 .202 .227
English + Mach
Total +295 ,288 .290 .302 .277 .247 .281
English SOPR
Tocal .927 996 .951 .961 .936 ,95%
Comprehensiva .818 .874 860 .314 .84l
Speaking -- total 949 964 .945 .961
flueacy .909 .843 .872
Vocabulary .873 ,901
Pronunciation { .896
Grammer

Ecd-of-ysar ratings by teachers,

on Student Rvsluacion Form
Eaglish skills
Prommciation
Qral communication
Vocabulary
Machanics of reading
Reading comprehension
Math
Concept of Nos.
Computstion (accuracy)
Word problems

Pazents' use of faglish

“arents' education(Composits B)

Socioeconsmic scactus

-I
——

#The 45 variavies for waica Nel350
Tor the remaining 3 variables. all casses wers vithin the 23~variable
listvise set, but the 3 variables were handled on a pairvise bui'-.

coustiture & ) istvise’ set.
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TABLE E.ba.

(Continued)

(18) (19) (20) (21) (22) (23 (2&) (2% (26) (27) (28)

Ende=of-year ratings by teachers

Charscteristics
of homr and

&
§.D. X» K
N
»
)
Row
> ¢
.202 .194 .2%3 .276 .272 .307 .311 .301 .004 .119 .174 || 18.719 5.719 1550§0-36 | 1
.323 .326 .368 .399 .4lé  .242 .237 .271  .158 .191 ,215 }{ 19.064 3.603 1550[0-38 } 2
L360 .356 .4635 ,550 .54l  .349 .349 .385 .091 .126 ,150 || 23.382 8.349 1550[0-40 | 3
,393 .392 .464 ,357 .338 J368 .346 386 134 172 .200 |} 42.946 12.255 1550]0-78 | 4
+300 301 .369 .432 .827 436 443 428 ~-.008 .080 082 |]21.236 5.803 1550({U=34 | 3
J163 190 .226 .00 .299 (424 440 404 -.068 .037 068 }|14.845 4.872 ISSGJO-ZZ [}
L281 .81 .329 .382 .387  .232 .387 3¢ .0A6 .113 .142 |113.89, 4.215 15%0{0-23 | 7
.246 .263 ,308,.382 .384 437 469 450 -.017 .082 .115 }] 28.763 8.045 1333]0-43 | *
L286 .296 .355 .429 A28  .477 .488 .469 -.0ls .086 .107 |}49.978 13.015 1550 0=79 | 9
L3746 379 451 .%ed 543 .458 .48] 4746 064 .142 ,170 || 92.924 22.830 1350 r-157 10
L6408 .433 L4621 L2362 377 .202 .197 2&D 2304 .195 .254 {]16.506 5.696 153013-23 |1l
.363 ,381 .376 .339 .33 ,197 .191 .218 .237 .l69 .238 3,490 l.174 1550)1-5 }12
oo 2,437 .423 259 %4 .199 .13 .240 .308 197 .252 ||13.016 4.628 1550 [4=-20 |13
.398 .431 .412 .35, .364  ,196 .190 .230 ,30” .188 .244 3.1%9 1.218 1530[1-3 |14
L391 422 .410 .348 361  .188 ,180 .332 .l10 .204 .262 3.23¢ 1.216 15S01-5 |15
.387 .392 .379 319 .333  .179 ,18) ,223 .282 .1746 .212 3,390 1.201 1550|1-3 |16
+397 .423 .4l4 351,371 .196 .189 .20) 2282 186 243 3.231 1l.216 15s0{1-3 |17
.886 .855 .741 .746 .506 .S501 .571 .207 .16A .l167 2.564 .961 1550 |1-3 118
280 .754 .766 .516 .307 .590 .217 .176 .201 2,537  .976 1530(1-3 |19
.804 .8l10  .523 .522 .613 ,220 .154 ,184 2.437 .98 1550{l-3 ]2
916  .578 .383 ,643 . .172 .152 .176 2.%56 1.049 1830 1-3 |21
.562 .566 .634 .168 .l4é 190 2.465 1.054 15501-3 |22
942 ,799  .032 .062 .039 3.128 .919 15801.-3 23
.829  .020 .0a7 .032 3.080 .931 1550 [1-3 |24
.054 .077 .086 2.766 1.030 1350{1-3 }25
L340 392 .36 1,060 137p0=4 |26
.851 7.858 3.%4 1332 P-l4 |27
14,931 5.22% 761 13-29 |28
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TABLE R.4d. Correlaticas amoeg Staaford Achic ‘ement Test scores and othsr varisbles —- Cohort B, LM-LEKPs, Grade )

@

(%)

(&)

(6)

™ &

)

10 Q1

(12) (13) Q4 @3) {16) (") As) Q9)

Scanford Achievemarc Teat - Primary 2 :!‘nl..l'n

Stanford Achisvement Test -~ Primary 3 - Spr.'s

EXGLISE

Row
¢
[ CORRELATION corrriciescts
1 Raven spM 1202 .346 .73 452 .350 .386 .422 .462  .463  .186 .337 .322  .AB2 .352 .422 413 479 6L
SAT-Primary 2 - Fail'S4
Eaglish
2 Vocsbulary 461 .766  ,380 .170 .463 .3%4 .387 613 .561 .471 .566 328 .151 .338 .266 .02 .460
3 Rdg.Comp. L9264 .523 .350 .516 .493 .536 .786 440 .727 .708  .493 .372 .359 .51) .546 .682
. Eaglish Total JSe0 .327 .574 .510 556 836 .T61 .730 .758  .499 .335 .331 .487 .323 .69
Math .
H Concepts sf No. .572 .709 .732 .800  .836  .357 .95 .305 .677 .500 .574 .398 .662 .666
6 Computation .507 .886 .830 .703 .138 .351 .314 .537 .628 .493 .632 .663 .364
7 Applications L8349 854 834 .430 508 .550 .593 .433 382 .562 .609 .632
] Comput.tApplic. 968 800  .327 .489 .488 649 .618 .615 .6% .722 .697
9 Math Tota) .922 .360 .324 .527 .703 .61¢ .6AL 702 .748 .732
Eaglish + Math
10 Totel 500 .687 .702 .698 .364 .682 .692 .7.0 .308
SaT~-Primary 3-Spr.'83
English
11 Vocabulary .327 .776  .390 .178 .407 .J18 .36L  .5398
12 Rdg.Comp. L9453 536 434 .6h2 .59 .614 .840
1 " :nuuh Tocal .548 .390 .633 .363 .595  .833
Mat
1. Concapts of ¥o. .597 .689 .715 .833 .809
: Computation 397 .909 .889 .746
16 Applicerions .877 .875  .863
i Comput.®Applic. .975  .893
1 Math Totsl .927
Eaglish + Math
19 Total
Eaglish SOPR
20 Totsl
p Comprahsnsion i
a2 Spsaking ~ Toctsl
21 Flueacy
26 Yocsbulasry
28 Pronuncistion
5 Grammar
Zad-of-yr.ratings bv
teachars on Student
Evaluation forr
English skil's
27 Pronuncistion
28 Orsl comsuni”.
29 Vocabulary
0 Mach.of isading
n Rdg.Comp.
Macth
32 Concept of Yos.
33 Cowput. (accur.)
o Word problems
33 Parants’ use of Ing.
3 Parsats’' educstion
(Composite 8)
37___Sociceconomic status
*The 34 variablas for which N=ld34 consticuts s "listwiss” set.
For the remaining 3 varisbles. all cases vers vithin the
Jé=variable listwise set, but the 3 variabies wers handled on s
pairvise basis.
\‘l " (] " -
ERIC VN

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



TAME L.4d. {Continued)

(20) (21) (22) (23) (28) (2%) (26) (27) (28) (29) (30) () (32) (33) (&) Q%) Qe @GN
ioa-of-yasr ratings by s Ch caristics
of hooe and
English $Skills parents

qisan

L0 .12 .17 .139 L1018 127 132 .166 .15) .177 .252 .237 .303 .10 .297 -.052 .007 .028{[26.310 9.210 143a]o-s0 |1

l .396 .329 .400 .386 .386 .359 .372 188 .386 .298 .381 .97 .205 .217 .212  .260 .239 .271f|15.597 4.8s5 143]0-3s | 2

TA7L .o19 469 .45 .450 .614 .4e6 .41 .440 .461 .34 .547 .20 .218 .81  .1l¢ .l65 .201}}22.95 8.200 1adefo-40 |3

TS12 446 512 492 9] 435 .486  .465 .485 .506 .S58 .568 .20 .324 .39  .195 .223 .262}[38.551 11.308 143efO0-75 | 4

' 112 .282 .309 .296 .289 .279 .289 .297 110 .312 .360 .01 .392 .409 .383 .02 .c67 .081f21.483 s.921 1e3afo-3 | S

.176 .175 .170 .155 .161 .156 .166 .176 .198 .226 .312 .321 .18 &l .390 -.095 -.007 -.004[}28.210 6.904 1434)0-28 |6

1388 345 .386 .363 363 361 .362  .332 .44 .39 .394 .400 .J60 .378 .387  .070 .ll& .119({21.135 6.064 1e3sf0-36 | 7

1317 1293 .312 .290 .295 .289 .258  .287 .307 .327 .406 .412  .450 .74 .347 =-.021 .058 .063}|49.364 11.266 1e3afo0-74 |8

' 1336 '35a 332 .312 .313 .308 .318 310 .329 .34) .422 .45  .658 .682 .43) =-.0l& .065 .073||70.797 16.112 43| o0-108{ 9

(661 412 459 336 037 416 436 .622 .44k .46) .540 .S5]  .65) .470 .484  .082 .168 .174{109.348 24.287 1ede] 0-183f10

.376 .327 .376 .370 .356 .326 .365 .34 .67 .368 361 .380 .213 .20 .239 .23l .198 .208[|16.310 S.e4s leda]0-38 |11

2031 1373 13212 .420 410 .380 416  .434 .452 .4b0 .55 .570 .364 .68 .432 140 .138 .184}|28.540 10.472 1434{ 0-60 |12

F065 M2 .466 .454 441 1307 408  .454 .476 .u98 .55 .569 .52 .35 .412  .194 .179 .216}:142.8%0 14.121 1434 0-98 |13

.261 .230 .261 .259 .2)1 .238 .252 .285 .299 .310 .A05 .400 .30 .452 .426  .016 .070 .100}]19.363 6.237 143a]0-3 |14

(162 127 116l 135 131 .120 .1a6  .193 .216 .250 .330 .326 .69 .478 323 =.049 -.019 -.028]|28.530 8.759 1438 0-s2 |15

1257 250 .256 .206 .230 .237 .248 .37 .60 .389 .468 .480 .471 .46l .47  .006 .083 .086|[19.0e5 7.618 1e34|o0-33 |16

1219 .135 1218 .209 .73 .195 .216  .290 .)16 .352 .eel .465  .526 .526 .500 =-.026 .032 .029|[e7.575 14.663 1438 ] o0-co |17

2247 .219 :266 .28 .222 .221 .262 .08 .33l .362 .439 .460 .530 .537 .509 =-.0l6 .046 .054|/66.958 19.596 1434 | 0-114f18

l .37 .330 377 367 350 336 .366  .412 .37 .467 .SSS .36 508 .Sl4 .523  .082 .115 .138{109.808 0.209 lada | 0-212|19

.897 .991 .90 .98 .919 .934  .459 .456 .66 .431 .426 .195 .191 .278  .226 .26 .27s||ir.97 a.s13 tede| s-2s |20

1839 .812 .791 .761 .787 .389 .39 .392 .393 .391 .187 .191 .25 .1%6 .les .2l6|| 3.809 .97 e 1-s |21

.962 1945 .930 .91  .G61 .456 .462 .426 .418 .190 .185 .275  .232 .223 .281||16.165 2.e61 143a|e-20 22

1866 .829 .842  .467 .46h .427 .412 .406 .19 .195 .278  .220 .2l6 .270|| 3.482 .990 1ladaf1-5 |25

827 .859 435 .462 .429 .610 .J98 .185 .17 .262  .226 .205 .2s8|| 3.5 982 143 1-3 [

.838  .422 .401 .80 .375 .63 .152 .148 .230  .189 .200 .265|| 3.656 .980 14da|1-s |25

.030 .426 .426 .405 .406 .182 .178 .262  .228 .26 .266(| 3.496 .943 1434|1-5 |26

.885 .857 .758 .739  .436 .62 .S1S  .209 .238 .26 (| 2.501 .394 1ede -5 |27

.886 784 .776 .48 .468 .553  .213 .262 .286f| 2.478 .93 143 )1-3 |28

.303 816 .S13.495 .582 3 .258 .290|]..390 .91 1315 |29

.89 550 .567 .628  .127 .187 .208|| 2.522 .es8 Luda|1-s |30

$77 367 .68 .12¢ .202 .223|[2.440 o976 143 |1-5 {n

912 .816 -.058 .083 .07 || 3.066 .915 1e3|1-s |32

827 -.038 .052 .072|f3.026 .98 leda|1-5 |3

017 .07 .130 [ 2.653 1.033 a3 f1-s |3

a8 a8l o700 1015 1266 f0-e fa»

.62 |} 72412 .58 1257 | o-14 36

,_l., s 129 5.2%0 711 i3-29 la7
Q
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TABLE E.5. Correlations betweeo rights scores and ad justed scores

on Stanford Achievement Test variables

Stanford
Achievement
Test

English
Vocabulary
Reading Comprehension
Math
Concepts of Number
Computation
Applications
Comput. + A_Dplic-

Total

SAT SAT SAT
Primar- 1 Primary 2 Primary 3
Spring ‘85 Pall '84 Spring '85
Cohort A Cohor: B Cohort B
Grade 1 Grade 3 Grade 3

b o N r N r N
«972 3837 986 3746 .992 3931
+966 3853 .989 3835 .980 4002
.989 4916 .995 4118 .995 4377
.988 4967 993 4204 .993 4460
.990 4684 +996 4118 . 994 3997
.992 4642
.994 4518 997 4901 .996 3827
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We have applied thn correction-for-range formula to get an approximation

of the corresponding reliability for our LM-LEP sample. The formula 1is:

2

r..=1-35A (1 -r

B8 " aa)

Sg

where TeR is the reliability of Form B and Taa

Form A. It should bhe understood that in this situation the corrected values

is the reliability of

are only approximations. Normally the correction-for-range formula gives
very accurate estimates, but it is normally applied when the population for
one of the two groups is just a narrower segment of the population
corresponding to the other group. Either the original population for which
the source reliability coefficient exists or the new population for which a
reliability coefficient is to be estimated by ti.e correction~for-range
formula may be the narrower segment, since tte formula works in either
direction. But when the new population is of an entirely different
character from the original one, e.g., LM-LEP rather than mostly native
English-speaking, it 18 not at all clear hcw well the correction formula
works. Therefore the reader 1s urged to regard the reliability estimates
for the LM~LE? population, which are shown in column 11 of Table E.6a and
E.6b, with considerable caution.

The corrected reliabilities discussed above (i.e., the estimates for the
LM-LEP sample) are for Rights scores, since that is what the original
reliabilities are for. It seems likely, however, in view of the fact that
the correlations between rights and adjusted scores are so high, that the
reliabilities of the adjusted scores will be very close to those of the

corresponding rights scores--possibly higher, certainly not much lower.
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TABLE E.6a. Correcting KR-20 reliability of SAT Rights a-ores (R scores) for range
(4)) @ Q) 4) (5) (6) )] @ O (10) au
No.of Data based on teat publiaher‘a Data bsaed on IM-LEP atudeuta LM-LEP
SAT iteme national etandardization aample® in preaent study Tar
level Test (obtained by
and form = = correcting
{n) Grade N R U; ru“ Grade N R 0’; for range)
Primary 1 Voczbularv k] 1.8 4608 24.6 6.4 .83 1.6 3837 19.31 6.42 .831
Form F Reading Comp. 40 1.8 4680 27.8 9.9 .9 1.8 3853 22.08 10.26 Ll
Concep’a of No. 3% 1.8 4674 23.9 5.7 .84 1.8 4916 20.49 6.49 .8717
Compu? + Applic. 45 1.8 4668 31.0 8.4 .90 1.8 4642 27.84 8.81 .909
Math Total 19 1.8 4628 54.9 13.3 .93 1.8 458 48.73 14.2)3 .939
Primary 2 Vocabulary 35 3.1 5890 24.8 5.8 .83 3.3 36 16.72 5.93 .837
Form E Reading Comp. 40 3.1 5906 30.7 8.0 .92 3.3 3835 22.65 9.48 hhk
Concepta of No. b1 3.1 5908 24.5 6.2 .86 3.3 4118 21.20 6.29 .864
Computation 38 3.1 5911 27,0 7.4 .50 3.3 4204 26.92 7.82 .910
Math Applic. 36 3.1 5893 25.2 6.2 .84 3.3 4118 21.30 6.46 .833
Math Total 108 3.1 5853 76.8 17.7 .95 3.3 4001 69.88 17.33 .948
Primury 3 Vocabulary k] 3.8 2729 23.1 1.0 .86 3.8 3931 15.48 6.28 .826
Form F Reading Comp. 60 3.8 2751 39.1 13.1 .95 3.8 4002 28.90 12.34 hhh
Concepta of No. 34 3.8 2732 22.1 6.5 .82 3.8 4377 19.01 6.44 .868
Computation 42 3.8 2745 27.6 9.2 .92 3.8 446U 76.95 9.46 .924
Math Applic. k] 3.8 2742 24.2 8.5 .92 3.8 3997 18.97 8.24 .915
Math Total 114 3.8 2715 4.1 21.7 .9 3.8 3827 65.86 20.66 .956
*The data in columns 2-6 are from the Stanford Achievement Test Technical Data Report (Gardner et al., 1985).
*AXR-20 reliability.
*#*4Not obtained, bucause for a test of this sort KR-20 tends to give a spuriousiy high reliability coefficient.
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TABLE E.6b. Correcting parallal forms reliability of SAT Righta acoras (R scoras) for ranga
Mm@ o @ 3 @ M ® (@ (10) ay
LM-LEP
Data based on taat publisher'a Data based on LM-LEP atu- ‘om
No.of aquating-of-forms aampla* danta in prasant atudy (obtained by
SAT  Taat icems Yorn P Form ¥ co;u;tl:.
Leval (n ) i - - col. RR
0—3‘ R OTg  Tppax  Fppann N kR O;\ for range)
Form Yorn F Form
Primary 1 Grada 2.1 I Grada 1, Spring F
Vocabulary 38 27.8 5.9 26.8 5.5 .77 .163 3837 19,31 6.42 839
Reading Comp. 40 32.3 8.0 32.8 8.5 .86 .864 3853 22,08 10.26 +907
Concapta of No. 3% 26,2 5.3 25.7 5.4 .17 .an 4916 20.49 6.49 .842
Comput + Applic., 43 33,1 7.2 32.6 1.7 .84 .B4S 4642 27.84 8.81 .882
Math Total 19 59.3 11.8 58.3 12.2 .88 .882 4518 48.73 14.23 +913
. Fora Forn B Form
Primary 2 Grada 3.1 E Grada 3, Fall F
Vocabulary 35 23.8 5.9 23,7 5.9 .81 .810 3746 16,72 $.93 812
Reading Comp. 40 0.1 7.9 30.6 7.7 .17 .11} 3835 22.65 9.48 .842
Concapta of No. 34 24,3 6.0 24,4 6.1 .86 .839 4118 21.20 6.29 872
Computation 38 27.0 7.4 27.2 1.0 .84 .84 4204 26.92 7.82 +860
Matb Applic. 36 25.1 5.9 26,4 5.7 .19 .19 4118 21,30 6.46 .827
Math Total 108 76.5 17.0 78.1 16.5 .92 .921 4091 69.88 17.33 . 924
Form Form ¥ Fora
Primary 3 Grada 4.1  F Grada 3, Spring F
Vocabulary 38 24,4 6.7 23,9 1.4 .80 .Bt9 393 15.48 6.28 .135
Raading Comp. 20 39.7 12.f 38.2 13,7 .81 .818 4002 28.90 12.3% 776
Concapta of No. 3 22,4 9.8 21.9 6.7 .86 .859 43In 19.01 6.44 847
Computation 42 25.9 9.3 26,3 9.2 .83 .849 4460 26.95 9.k¢ .857
Math Applic. 38 24,4 8.6 24,3 8.8 .88 .88 3997 18,97 8.24 864
Mach Total 114 72.8 22.4 72,5 22.4 .93 .930 3827 65.86 20.66 .918
*Tha data in columna 2-6 ara from the Scanford Achiavament Taat Tachnical Data Report (Gardoer at al., 1985).
Information about tha gradaa on which tha data ara basad waa provided by Paychologicsl Corporation (in an
oral communication]. ~
**Parallal forma ralizbility of Righta acoraa for unspacifiad form: Corralation batwaan Forms E and F.
*%4Parallal forma raliability of indicated form, adjuatad for dlthu;:cn betwaan Form E and Form F atandard
daviationa (Angoff, 1953; Formula 6). Thia in thaory i1a mora praciaa than tha column 6 valua, although in
Elillc :::‘:uunt inacanca moat of the diffarancea turn out to be nagligibla, falling within tha rounding-srror
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APPENDIX F

TECHNICAL ADVISORY PANEL MEMBERS

Oscar Cardenas, ED.
Director
Bilingual Education Division
Texas Education Agency

Harold Chu, Ph.D.
Director
Center for Bilingual/
Multicultural Teacher Preparation
George Mason University

Thomas D. Cook, Ph.D.
Professor
Department of Psychology
Northwestern University

Esther J. Eisenhower, Ph.D.
Program Coordinator
Department of Instructional Services
Fairfax County Public Schools

Ruddie Irizarry, Ph.D.
San Francisco Foundation
San Francisco, CA
(deceased)

Robert L. Linn, Ph.D.
Professor
Department of Educational Psychology

University of Illinois - Champaign-Urbana

Andrew C. Porter, Ph.D.
Associate Dean for Program Development
Michigan State University

Peter Rossi, Ph.D.
Professor
Department of Sociology
University of Massachusetts—Amherst
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